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Extensive research in marketing and organization behavior area has been conducted 
on role stress in several kinds of service organizations. But the hospitality industry, a 
key sector in the service economy, has not received much attention. Even among the 
limited number of studies on hospitality industry, few have tried to examine the 
determinants of role stress by considering job and individual personality factors at the 
same time. This study thus tries to fill up the gap and proposes a model by combining 
self-efficacy, job uncertainty and job autonomy as predictors of role stress. Results 
support the hypotheses that these factors have great impact on employees’ stress level. 
At the same time, these predictor variables are able to influence employees’ 
satisfaction and quit intention level due to the mediation of role conflict and role 
ambiguity. Implications for the human resource management in the hospitality 
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Role stress is a widely researched topic in organizational behavior. Several studies 
over the years investigated the effects of role stress on behavioral and organizational 
outcomes such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment and turnover (Jackson 
& Schuler, 1985). Two role-related stress constructs which have been the main 
concern of research are role conflict and role ambiguity.  
Several studies (Kahn and Quinn, 1970; Jackson and Schuler, 1985; Pierce, Gardner, 
Dunhan & Cummings, 1993) have investigated the predictors and outcomes of these 
two stress variables. The studies so far indicate that job characteristics and individual 
personality variables are the potential antecedents of role stress. Some of the 
antecedents are task autonomy, task uncertainty and self-efficacy. Results have shown 
that while task autonomy tends to lower people’s role stress, task variety and 
uncertainty tend to increase people’s stress (Jackson and Schuler, 1985). Empirical 
evidence also support that both role ambiguity and role conflict are linked with 
greater job satisfaction and reduced quit intention (Fisher & Gitelson, 1983; Jackson 
and Schuler, 1985).  
However, not all the studies yielded consistent results. For instance, Van den Berg 
and Feij (2003) were unable to find the expected influence of task autonomy and skill 
variety on stress, neither can they find the expected relationship between work self-
efficacy and work stress. Agarwal & Ramaswami (1993) found an insignificant 
correlation between task autonomy and role conflict. Zellars, Hochwarter, Perrewe, 
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Miles and Kiewitz (2001) also reported that individual self-efficacy hardly had an 
impact on role conflict. Chebat & Kollias (2000) provided the results that self-
efficacy is unable to influence role stress dimensions. Godaro (2001) failed to report a 
significant influence of team autonomy on stress. Role ambiguity fails to link with 
people’s quit intention and job satisfaction in Singh’s study (1998) either.  
The conflicting results of pervious studies indicate that more research is needed to 
clarify the theoretical and empirical issues. Furthermore, none of the previous study 
has tried to include the task autonomy, task uncertainty and self-efficacy as 
antecedent variables in one single study. The three antecedent variables tested alone 
may or may not show significant results in previous studies. By including them 
together, however, may yield some new insights about interaction and mediation 
effects on role stress. Therefore, this study attempts to advance previous stress 
research by examining the antecedents and consequences of role stress. Specifically, 
task autonomy, task uncertainty and self-efficacy are included as antecedents of two 
role stress variables; while job satisfaction and quit intention are treated as 
consequences of role stress.  
There is another concern in previous stress research. Few of researchers have tried to 
examine the mediating role of role stress between the above antecedent and outcome 
variables. More often, they examined the relationships between antecedent variables 
and role stress on the one hand, and the relationships between role stress and outcome 
variables on the other hand (Ruyter, Wetzels and Feinberg, 2001). With the consistent 
strong relationship between the antecedent and outcome variables included in this 
study, however, it is reasonable to infer that role stress could be mediator here.  
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In order to meet the above two objectives, this study is conducted in service industry. 
Certain level of role stress in the form of role conflict and role ambiguity is common 
among service employees because they have to interact with customers and other 
stakeholders at the boundaries of organization. In this case, service employees are in a 
better position to understand the current research topic and able to provide the 
relevant information. 
In particular, this study collected the data from Singapore hotel industry.  Hotel 
industry has almost been ignored (Zohar, 1994) in role stress studies though it plays a 
large part in service industry. It is very demanding because of its extremely high 
turnover rate and unusual working hours. Hotel employees frequently report low level 
of job satisfaction and a high intention to quit their jobs (Bozeman et al, 2001). The 
results of this study should be able to provide some managerial implications for hotel 
managers.  
In sum, the main purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between three 
job characteristics and individual antecedents and two outcome variables of role stress. 
The mediating role of two stress variables has also been tested. Based on the data 
from hotel industry, this study makes a contribution in a theoretical understanding of 
role stress in the service industry.  
The next chapter critically reviews and synthesizes the literature. Based on this review, 
I present a model that links the antecedents and consequences of role stress and then 
derive several hypotheses. These hypotheses were tested in the Singapore context. In 
chapter 3, the research design and methodology used in this study will be discussed. 
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Chapter 2 
 LITERATURE REVIEW AND STATEMENT OF HYPOTHESIS 
 
The increasing interest in service organizations reflects their economic importance. 
However, traditional ways for managing manufacturing organizations are less viable 
in service organizations because these two kinds of organizations are largely different 
in terms of the operating system (Lovelock, 1983; Gummesson, 1994). Customers do 
not directly influence the daily operation of manufacturing organizations while they 
would have a great impact on service organizations. There is a close relationship 
between customer’s experience of service quality and employees’ job satisfaction 
level within their organizations. In this regard, Schneider and Bowen (1985) pointed 
out that human resource management is crucial for service organizations’ efficiency 
and success although managing service employees is not an easy task.  
With more chances to interact with customers face to face, many service employees 
are likely to assume boundary-spanning roles which tend to give rise to role stress, 
such as role ambiguity and role conflict (Lysonski, 1985). When stress exceeds a 
certain level, employees are inclined to seek ways to alleviate their experienced stress 
or they have to escape from the uncomfortable situation and this is not a desirable 
outcome for the organization.  
People, however, do not respond similarly when they are faced with the same level of 
job stress. Some people are better prepared to cope with stress than others, so stress 
might not be that harmful to them. Besides individual factor, stress might also be 
affected by employees’ job characteristics and working environment. This study will 
therefore attempt to investigate the factors that will influence service employees’ 
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stress from both individual and job characteristic point of view the same time. This is 
in line with previous researcher’s suggestion (Kritof, 1996) that by combining 
individual and organizational variables may account for a certain amount of variance 
of role stress that has not been able to be explained by previous studies (Jackson and 
Schuler, 1985). 
Specifically, this combination would allow me to examine the potential interaction 
effects between these three independent variables on role stress. Researchers have 
already noted that the relationships between task and role stress variables are complex 
(Schuler, 1977) in that there might be an interaction effect between task variables and 
other independent variables. For instance, Moch, Bartunek & Brass (1979) provided 
partial support of the interaction effect between task variables and organizational 
structure variables. Research so far, however, has not included the job variables 
together with individual personality variable such as self-efficacy. A few of them 
(Singh, 1998) has included task autonomy and task variety in their studies but they 
have not examined the interaction effect. Therefore, grouping the individual 
personality variable and job characteristic variables can yield some new insights in the 
interactions among these independent variables of role stress.  
The mediating role of role stress has largely been ignored in the past research also. 
The effects of antecedent variables on outcome variables of role stress, however, may 
suggest that the effect is indirect rather than direct. For example, self-efficacy has a 
significant relationship on role stress, which in turn has a significant relationship on 
job satisfaction.  It is reasonable then to examine the mediating effect of role stress. 
Some empirical evidence is available for some of the antecedent variables of role 
stress. For instance, Johnston, Parasuraman, Charles & William (1990) obtained the 
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results that part of the effect of leadership role clarification on job satisfaction was 
through the indirect path with role ambiguity. Van den Berg & Feij (2003) found that 
work stress mediated the relationship between neuroticism and job satisfaction. 
Therefore, this study attempts to further examine the mediator role that role stress 
might assume.  
In the next few sections, role stress concept will be defined first, and the antecedents 
and consequences of role stress will also be displayed.  
 
 Role Stress 
The definition of stress conveys the basic idea of a perceived imbalance in the 
interface between an individual, the environment and other individuals (Safework, 
2000). When people feel that the external environment is unable to be adequately 
responded, a reaction of the organism is activated to cope with the situation. Role 
stress is specifically defined with reference to organizational context. As Kahn and 
Quinn (1970) pointed out, role stress is “anything about an organizational role that 
produces adverse consequences for the individual”. In other words, role stress is 
thought of as something that is undesirable; something that produces all sorts of 
negative consequences in people’s working lives. 
Frequently cited elements of role stress are role conflict, role ambiguity and role 
overload (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn and Snoek., 1964).  However, we have found that role 
overload is significantly correlated with both role conflict and role ambiguity from 
previous studies. For example, Mendelson, Cataw and Kelloway (2000) found that the 
correlation between role ambiguity and role overload is 0.32 while the correlation 
between role conflict and role overload is 0.57. Pierce, Gardner, Dunhan & 
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Cummings (1993) also found the correlation between role ambiguity and role 
overload is 0.30 while the correlation between role conflict and role overload  is 0.49. 
There is reason to infer that role overload is subsumed under role conflict and role 
ambiguity. Therefore I focus only on role conflict and role ambiguity in this study.  
Role conflict occurs when an individual is required to perform two or more roles that 
are regarded as incongruent, contradictory, or even mutually exclusive activities. 
Employees need to comply with two or more sets of pressures from the multiple roles 
and this usually will lead to role conflict. Role conflict can be experienced in 
hospitality industry. For instance, employees on the one hand need to obey the rules 
set by the organization and the orders from their supervisors; they are, on the other 
hand, required to meet the various demands from customers’ side which might be not 
allowed by the hotel and their supervisors. It is also likely that some orders from 
supervisors will conflict with the hotel’s regulations.  
Role ambiguity refers to the lack of clarity in understanding what expectations or 
prescriptions exist for a given role (Rahim, 1992). It often occurs when the 
information required by organizational members either does not exist or is not 
properly communicated if it does exist (Kahn et al., 1964). For instance, employees 
don’t know what criterion will be used to judge their performance or what 
expectations their supervisors hold for their work. Several kinds of variables have 
been introduced as antecedents of role stress and they will be discussed in the next 
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Antecedents of Role Stress 
 Individual Factors 
Researchers’ interest in individual level variables stems from the possibility of finding 
the right person for the right position to facilitate work flow and productivity. Self-
efficacy is one such variable as it would greatly impact how people react to external 
life changes and is one of the most powerful motivators of behavior (Gardner & 
Pierce, 1998).  It has also been found to be a significant determinant of role stress 
(Jackson and Schuler, 1985) in much of the stress literature. The next several 
paragraphs will explain the importance of self-efficacy in detail.  
 
Self-efficacy 
According to Bandura (1977, 1978), self-efficacy reflects an individual’s momentary 
belief in his or her capability to perform a specific task at a specific level of 
performance. However, the formation of the level of self-efficacy usually emerges 
through the experiences that an individual accumulates over time. Frequent situation-
specific experiences of personal success across time and across situations give rise to 
generalized self-efficacy (Eden and Kinner, 1991), and researchers have used self-
efficacy as a personal predictor of individual’s work-related emotions and behaviors. 
(e.g. Ryckman, Robbins, Thornton and Cantrell, 1982) 
Past research suggests that individuals with a strong belief in their own abilities are 
more highly motivated, more resourceful, and they are more resilient in the face of 
adversity than those individuals who have a weak self-concept (Bandura, 1977; Gist, 
1987). The expectation is that individuals with higher self-efficacy will exhibit greater 
persistence in their efforts when confronted with job stress and will try their best to 
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alleviate the stressful situation because they believe they can make it by themselves. 
In other words, people with higher level of self-efficacy will tend to let them 
experience lower level of role stress. 
Empirical evidence also corresponds to the above argument. For instance, Moos and 
Bilings (1982) observed that individuals possessing lower self-efficacy tend to avoid 
confronting causes of job stress. Edwards (1988) contends that an individual who 
possess high self-efficacy selects a coping strategy that offers maximum likelihood of 
reducing strain. For instance, people can actively manage the appraisal of the stressful 
situation or deal with the situation directly. Based on the foregoing arguments, it is 
hypothesized that individual’s self-efficacy level will be negatively related to 
experienced role stress level.  
Skills are also a frequent-cited personal predictor in previous studies and correlated 
with self-efficacy (Saks, 1995; Morrison, 1993; Parle & Heaven, 1997). Nevertheless, 
self-efficacy is not the same as skill level of employees. Self-efficacy reflects the 
willingness and ability of individual to integrate previous working experience and 
skills to current work settings and to be socialized into a new environment. Skills, on 
the other hand, describe a more objective character employees possess in work 
settings. Self-efficacy encapsulates skills and is a more active and generalized 
construct. Therefore it is more appropriate to study self-efficacy. 
 
Job Factors 
As to job factors of current study, task-related variables have been found to be able to 
influence role stress to a certain level (Jackson and Schuler, 1985). Previous scholars 
have tried to include different sets of job factors into studies and many have obtained 
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expected results. For instance, task variety and task identity have been found to be 
correlated with role stress level (Rousseau, 1982; Jackson, 1983). The expected 
relationship between job variables and role stress allows managers to design or 
change work environment so as to reduce, if not eliminate, the deleterious effects of 
role stress on employees.  
 
Task Autonomy 
Task autonomy has been examined as one such job factor in previous studies. In 
organizational research, task autonomy refers to the extent to which employees make 
job-related decisions on their own (Rousseau, 1982). Bowen and Lawler (1992) 
recommend giving employees the authority to decide most of the work-related matters 
in service delivery because the task involves managing a relationship as opposed to 
simply performing a transaction. When heterogeneous demands are made by 
customers, such latitude gives employees the power to adapt their behaviors to the 
demands of each service encounter, and this has often been prescribed as an efficient 
strategy (Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry, 1988). 
According to Jackson and Schuler (1985), task autonomy, on average, will lead to 
lower level of role ambiguity and role conflict. This is not surprising in the case of 
customer-contact employees because they need the flexibility to make on-the-spot 
decisions to satisfy customers (Hartline and Ferrell, 1996). A lower level of role stress 
should be expected because employees have the ability to resolve problems.  
Similar constructs have been adopted by recent studies and have provided some 
empirical evidence. For example, decreases in employee role stress have been 
associated with employees’ decision-making influence (Niehoff, Enz, and Grover, 
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1990). Shimko (1994) pointed out that in the hospitality industry, many restrictive 
policies on decision making create difficulties for employees who face unpredictable 
situations. Searle, Bright and Bochner (2001) also reported that when people have 
lower level of decision power, stress would be higher. Similarly, Chebat and Kollias 
(2000) confirmed the result of the negative relationship between role conflict, role 
ambiguity and empowerment. In sum, we expect that task autonomy will lead to 
lower level of role stress that employees experience. 
Task Uncertainty 
A closely-related concept is task uncertainty, or input uncertainty. Input uncertainty 
stems from the external environment (Argote, 1982). Brass (1985) defines input 
uncertainty as ‘the extent to which an employee can accurately predict what the inputs 
to his or her job will be, and when and where those inputs will arrive’. 
In the hospitality industry context, input uncertainty could arise from the customers’ 
side, in the form of the unpredictability of the various customer needs. Bowen (1986) 
pointed out that when customers become more proactive in the whole service delivery 
process, they will potentially constrain operating efficiency to some extent. A higher 
level of customer participation means higher level of task variety and task difficulty. 
As employees’ output quantity is constant, the operating efficiency level will decrease 
when the input amount increases. 
Input uncertainty could also arise from the supervisor’s side in that employees are 
likely to receive conflicting requests from their managers. Managers tend to 
emphasize both customer satisfaction and hotel regulations. This could at times create 
a dilemma for employees because they have to find ways to satisfy requests from both 
sides.  
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Input uncertainty could arise from technology side in hotel industry too. For instance, 
a new automated hotel room-booking system will certainly boost the work efficiency; 
however, employees might get a little over-whelmed by this new working tool. This 
new technology tends to contribute to employees’ stress for a while until they are 
comfortable with it.  
When the level of input uncertainty becomes higher, its detrimental effect on 
employees’ behavioral as well as psychological outcomes becomes increasingly 
critical. McGrath (1976) suggested that uncertainty is an important determinant of 
stress reactions. Uncertainty may be an ‘active ingredient’ leading to strain. Whetten 
(1978) also found that uncertainty was positively associated with role conflict and 
ambiguity. With insufficient information on what the customers will demand and how 
they will respond, employees in hotel industry will experience high level of role stress. 
Quick, Nelson, Quick and Orman (2001) explained the dynamics of person-
environment fit based on an isomorphic theory of stress. They demonstrated that work 
settings that generate high levels of uncertainty would lead to increased stress 
reactions in workers.  
To sum up, when hotel employees are serving customers face to face, they need to 
bear high level of stress because they are in a position of boundary spanning role 
which contains large amount of unpredictable information to be digested (Amedore & 
Knoff, 1993). In other words, higher level of task uncertainty will lead to higher level 
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Interaction of Predictor Variables 
Task Autonomy and Task Uncertainty 
There is mixed evidence about the independent effect of task autonomy on role stress 
variables. For instance, Agarwal and Ramaswami (1993) were unable to find a 
significant correlation between task autonomy and role conflict. Berg and Feij (2003) 
also found that there is no significant relationship between task autonomy and stress. 
The inconsistent findings above could possibly be explained by including moderating 
variables then.  
Task autonomy, however, might be closely related to task uncertainty in that a certain 
level of task uncertainty should match a certain level of task autonomy (Brass, 1985). 
It is expected that the expected relationship between task autonomy and role stress 
will be influenced by task uncertainty. In other words, there is an interactive effect 
between task autonomy and task uncertainty. The discussion below explains the above 
point of view. 
Giving employees the task autonomy involves the process of decentralizing decision-
making in an organization, whereby managers give more discretion and autonomy to 
front-line employees (Brymer, 1991). Researchers have already shown that task 
autonomy and task uncertainty are likely to be correlated with each other (Lawrence 
& Lorsch, 1967). When uncertainty is high, it will be difficult for the organization to 
provide pre-specified programs or routines for their employees to follow. Uncertainty 
requires the flexibility of employees to decide how to deal with the unexpected 
situation. Solving unpredictable technological problems may require a trial-and-error 
strategy when no specified routines are available. Therefore, it is expected that task 
autonomy should increase with increasing uncertainty.  
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However, this need not always be the case. Organizations may choose not to delegate 
the decision power to its employees even if the external environment requires it to do 
so. As Miller (1988) pointed out, the link between environment and structure is a 
rather loose one because of the managerial preferences. When the uncertainty level is 
high, the amount of information that organizations need to process is greater 
(Galbraith, 1974). Organizations may allow employees to possess the decision latitude 
on the spot, or, they might seal off the input uncertainty from employees if they think 
employees are not professional enough to handle these situations. In other words, the 
hierarchy of the organization would be employed on an exception basis and the 
infrequent situations will be referred to a level where employees need not get 
involved.  
It is reasonable then for us to take the interactive effect of these two variables on role 
stress into account. Specifically, I expect that the positive relationship between task 
uncertainty and role stress would be alleviated by task autonomy. The deleterious 
effect of task uncertainty on role stress would be lower in higher task autonomy than 
in lower task autonomy.  
 
Task Autonomy and Self-efficacy  
Similarly, when most of the empirical results support that self-efficacy is beneficial 
for people to handle their stress, Zellars et al (2001) suggested that self-efficacy 
hardly had an effect on role conflict. This conflicting result could be explained by 
including the interactive effect between task autonomy and moderator variables, such 
as self-efficacy.  
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Empowering employees and giving them a certain level of decision latitude 
recognizes employees’ feelings of personal effectiveness and worth as central to 
enhanced contributions to the organization. In other words, it attempts to engage 
employees at an emotional level to exert their effort in work. Therefore, the success of 
this particular initiative really depends on employees being given the authority and 
freedom to make decisions which they themselves consider to be valuable, significant 
and important.  
In this regard, self-efficacy is critical because it affects an individual’s ability and 
willingness to exercise the control over their work-related matters. According to Litt 
(1988), the decision latitude provided to employees is not useful or may even have a 
negative effect. The authority or latitude may benefit only those who are confident 
that they can benefit from it. Averill (1973) suggested that poor use of work authority 
might increase the stress of a situation by providing negative feedback to the subject 
about his or her competence. Fisher (1984) also pointed out that less responsibility in 
difficult situations may reduce the stressfulness experienced by people with low self-
efficacy because it enables them to make situational attributions for difficulties and 
failure.  
In hospitality industry, this kind of phenomenon also exists. As Ashness and Lashley 
(1995) pointed out, for some individuals, the extra responsibilities of being an 
‘Appointed Person’ were welcome because ‘… want to do more than just come in as a 
waitress…’. But at the same time, people may not be used to assuming 
responsibilities. They just want to get their part of work done. The effect of task 
autonomy on stress is then expected to depend on the individual’s job abilities and 
their willingness to accept more job responsibilities.  In particular, task autonomy is 
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expected to be associated with lower role stress when self-efficacy is high, while task 
autonomy may be associated with higher role stress when self-efficacy is low.  
 
Task Uncertainty and Self-efficacy 
Empirical evidence supports that uncertainty can bring stress to people. Several 
studies (Furnham, 1995; Norton, 1975) have also incorporated the possible influence 
of individual personality variables, such as tolerance of ambiguity, on this positive 
relationship between uncertainty and stress. However, none of the previous studies 
have included self-efficacy as one such personality variable. Greco and Roger (2003) 
reported that potentially threatening and unknown situation is more stressful to some 
people than it is to others. By including self-efficacy as one personality variable, it 
would be clearer for us to tell the individual differences when facing with uncertainty 
and stress.  
As task uncertainty increases, so does the amount of information that needs to be 
processed by decision makers. Hotel employees have to pay more attention to digest 
the unpredictable situation and make the most appropriate choice as possible. They 
also have to deploy a variety of skills and draw on their past experience. They even 
need to alter the current standard routines in order to meet customer needs. Absent 
these skills and experience, employees will feel difficulty to cope with these situations 
and experience more stress. It is thus expected that the role stress level experienced by 
employees will vary with the level of task uncertainty such that high task uncertainty 
will lead to high level of role stress.  
Nevertheless, this proposition is likely to be in doubt when applied to different 
individual. As Gardner and Pierce (1998) collected their dataset from professional 
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employees who worked in a U.S. electrical utility, they pointed out that highly self-
efficacious employees believe that they can successfully do most or all of their job 
duties. Bandura (1977) believed that the strength of people’s beliefs in their own 
effectiveness and abilities is likely to affect whether they are even willing to exert 
effort when confronted with adverse situation. Stumpf and Brief (1987) found that 
highly self-efficacious graduate students are motivated and can effectively cope with 
the stressful work-related events.  
It is therefore expected that a highly self-efficacious employee will actively look for 
ways to alleviate any deleterious effects of uncertainty. In other words, there is an 
expected interactive effect between task uncertainty and self-efficacy on the role 
stress level. Particularly, the positive relationship between task uncertainty and role 
stress would be alleviated by self-efficacy. The deleterious effect of task uncertainty 
on role stress will be higher under lower self-efficacy than under higher self-efficacy. 
 
Consequences of Role Stress 
Both affective and behavioral consequences of role stress have been identified in 
previous studies. Job satisfaction is the most frequently cited criterion variable and 
has been studied in about half of all the stress literature (Jackson and Schuler, 1985). 
Researchers are also paying attention to the high turnover rate in hospitality industry 
because it carries great financial cost to organizations (Kennedy and Berger, 1994) 
and the reasons for employees quitting their jobs are not yet fully understood. 
Therefore, both job satisfaction and intention to quit will be included in this study. 
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Job Satisfaction 
Locke (1969) defines job satisfaction as “the pleasurable emotional state resulting 
from the appraisal of one’s job as achieving or facilitating the achievement of one’s 
job values.” Job satisfaction arises when an individual perceives his or her job as 
fulfilling values that are considered important and meaningful to that individual 
(Locke, 1976). Alternatively, job dissatisfaction results when a job, for some reasons, 
fails to fulfill job-related values (Fisher, 2001).  
As role clarity and harmony are generally valued (Locke and Latham, 1990), one 
would expect them to be associated with job satisfaction in the work environment. 
Conversely, one would expect that existence of perceived role ambiguity and role 
conflict to be associated with job dissatisfaction.  
Empirical evidence provides support for this proposition. For instance, Flanagan & 
Flanagan (2002) studied the relationship between job stress and job satisfaction 
among correctional nurses. They found an inverse relationship between these two 
variables. Donovan (2003) gave similar results based on her sample of hospital nurses. 
Bhatt & Saurashtra (1997) commended that there was a highly significantly negative 
correlation between private and public school teachers’ work stress and job 
satisfaction. Similarly, an inverse relationship between job-related stress and job 
satisfaction was found in employees working in a large service management firm in 
Lesowitz (1997)’s study.  
It has been concluded that in general, job satisfaction is significantly negatively 
correlated with both role ambiguity and role conflict (Jackson and Schuler, 1985), and 
especially so in service industry. Based on the above explanation, it is therefore 
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expected that role ambiguity and role conflict will be negatively correlated with job 
satisfaction in hospitality industry too.  
 
Intention to Quit 
Role stress not only will lead to job-related outcomes such as job dissatisfaction, it 
will also lead to organizational level outcome as intention to quit which will be 
described in the following paragraphs.  
Beehr and Newman (1978) pointed out that role stress such as role conflict and role 
ambiguity will lead to employee withdrawal from the organization,  given the simple 
idea that stressful occupations are painful and there is a tendency to get away from 
them (Conley and Woosley, 2000). Evidence could also be found in studies using 
similar constructs. 
In an expanded model to predict affective organizational commitment of salespeople, 
Agarwal and Ramaswami (1993) found that both role ambiguity and role conflict will 
reduce affective commitment. Here affective commitment refers to an individual’s 
identification with and involvement in a particular organization. Meyer, Allen and 
Smith (1993) also found that all three forms of commitment, that is, affective 
commitment, continuance commitment and normative commitment, were all 
negatively correlated with employees’ intention to quit level. It might be reasonable to 
infer that, along with Agarwal and Ramaswasi (1993)’s results, role stress will be 
positively related to intention to quit. As Brown and Peterson (1993) suggested, there 
was an immediate correlation of role stress and propensity to leave which was not 
mediated by organizational commitment.  
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The expected positive relationship between role ambiguity, role conflict and intention 
to quit lies in the possibility that role ambiguity clouds the perceived linkage between 
the employee’s role and the attainment of organizational goals, while role conflict 
interferes with the individual’s identification with the organization and willingness to 
exert considerable effort on behalf of the organization (Behrman & Perreault, 1984). 
Based on the above argument, it is hypothesized that both role ambiguity and role 
conflict will be positively correlated with employees’ intention to quit.  
 
Antecedents and Consequences 
Both role conflict and role ambiguity are expected to influence the outcomes in this 
study. Research has generally upheld the factorial integrity of role conflict and role 
ambiguity. There is clean factorial separation of role conflict from role ambiguity 
(Kahn et al, 1964; Gross, mason and McEachern, 1958). Both measures are correlated 
in expected direction with other independent and dependent variables. Kelloway & 
Barling (1990) also confirmed that a model consists of role conflict and role 
ambiguity fit the data better than models with one general role stress model. Therefore 
although role conflict and role ambiguity are highly correlated with each other, it 
makes sense to treat role conflict and role ambiguity as two separate constructs, 
instead of combining them as one composite construct. 
Past research has shown that the antecedents and consequences of role ambiguity and 
role conflict are related to some extent. The antecedent variables not only will have an 
effect on role ambiguity and role conflict, they will also affect consequences of these 
two stress variables. Therefore a mediating role for role conflict and role ambiguity is 
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expected, and this will be explained in the following sections. The relationship 
between self-efficacy and job satisfaction is presented first.  
 
 Self-efficacy and Job Satisfaction 
Moos & Bilings (1982) and Edwards (1988) pointed out that there is a strong negative 
relationship between self-efficacy and role stress. As people are more comfortable 
with their job abilities, they are more likely to attain valued outcomes and get more 
job satisfaction. Past studies also provided support of the negative relationship 
between role stress and job satisfaction (Flanagan & Flanagan, 2002; Donovan, 2003).   
The relationship between self-efficacy and job satisfaction, however, is conflicting. 
Based on Bandura’s self-efficacy theory, Judge (1997) posited that individual’s self-
efficacy level should affect their job satisfaction through its association with practical 
success on the job. When employees can do most of their tasks successfully, they are 
more likely satisfied with their jobs. Empirical results (Walsh and DeWitz, 2002; 
Ndhlovu, 2002) have shown that there exists a significant relationship between self-
efficacy and job satisfaction level.  Nevertheless, Shoemaker (1999) was unable to 
find a significant relationship between self-efficacy and job satisfaction.  
The inconsistent relationship between self-efficacy and job satisfaction may be due in 
part to the mediating effect of role stress (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). Pinquart, Juang & 
Silbereisen (2003) offered support to this mediating effect in their study on the school 
to work transition process. They pointed out that the vocational congruence and 
application stress could both mediate the relationship between self-efficacy and job 
satisfaction. 
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In sum, people with higher level of self-efficacy can experience higher level of job 
satisfaction partly because they can deal more competently with role stress in work 
settings. That is, role stress shall assume a mediator role here. 
 
 Self-efficacy and Intention to Quit 
Previous researchers have also given empirical support that there is a strong 
relationship between self-efficacy and role stress (Moos & Bilings, 1982; Edwards, 
1988). Role stress is also a major reason for employees to quit their jobs (Beehr & 
Newman, 1978; Conley and Woosley, 2000).  
The results of self-efficacy on quit intention, however, are mixed.  Gist & Mitchell 
(1992) have pointed out, self-efficacy influences individual emotional reactions, 
individual goal choices and persistence level. While employees are confident about 
their job skills, they tend to set harder goals for themselves and feel that they are 
capable to cope with complex situations, thus they are more likely to stay with the 
organization when they face with difficulties on the work. Frayne & Latham (1987) 
and Latham & Frayne (1989) confirmed that trainee self-efficacy had been found to 
predict employees’ willingness to continue working in the company. Ellett (2001) also 
suggested that intention to remain employed by organizations is largely explained by 
employees’ self-efficacy motivation beliefs about work tasks.  
However, self-efficacy is unable to significantly affect quit intention in Zellars et al 
(2001)’s study. The mixed results of the correlation between self-efficacy and quit 
intention might be interpreted from the mediating effect of role stress. Part of the 
effect of self-efficacy on quit intention could pass through role stress.  
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Empirical support for this mediating effect of role stress could also be found. For 
instance, Kammeyer & Wanberg (2003) conducted their study in seven organizations, 
including healthcare, education, food distribution firms. They reported that 
employees’ role clarity level partially mediate the relationship between their pre-entry 
knowledge and work withdrawal. With improvement of their self-confidence in their 
working skills, they are better able to adapt to the changes and quickly understand 
their role expectations. As a result, those employees with higher level of self-efficacy 
are more likely choose to stay with the company because they have lower level of role 
ambiguity and role conflict. 
I believe the above relationship will hold in hotel industry also because it is a service 
industry that requires front-line service, similar to the research sample used in 
Kammeyer & Wanberg (2003)’s study. As a summary of the above arguments, I 
argue that hotel employees with higher self-efficacy can experience lower level of 
role stress, which in turn will facilitate employees to continue their current jobs. In 
other words, role stress will assume a mediator role here.  
  
Task Autonomy and Job Satisfaction 
We now focus on the relationship between job factors and dependent variables of 
current study. The chances to have task autonomy often depend on managerial 
ideology and performance. Managers may still hold the decision power tightly in their 
hands and may not delegate it to their subordinates even though they know the 
potential benefits of task autonomy on job outcome, such as job satisfaction.     
The rationale of the effect of autonomy on job satisfaction is basically rooted in 
motivation theory. As argued by Ilgen and Hollenbeck (1995), provision of a high 
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level autonomy leads to a high level of intrinsic motivation because this characteristic 
enhances the experienced meaningfulness of work. This is consistent with Herzberg’s 
two-factor theory (1968). In Herzberg’s view, the factors which create satisfaction are 
those which stem from the intrinsic content of the job, such as challenge, meaning. 
Chebat and Kollias (2000) believed that when employees interpreted organizational 
goals and policies in a way that reflected their own orientations toward service, they 
would be more willing to exert effort and thus experience higher level of job 
satisfaction.  
The empirical evidence supports the arguments too. For instance, Fried and Ferries 
(1987) reported significant positive correlation between autonomy and satisfaction. 
Brass (1985) also found that all of the job characteristics, including autonomy, are 
positively and significantly related to job satisfaction. Brown and Peterson (1993) 
commented that greater amount of autonomy and other positive job characteristics are 
associated with greater job satisfaction.  
The above arguments give reason to predict a strong and consistent positive 
relationship between task autonomy and job satisfaction. However, giving employees 
the autonomy sometimes can be very demanding. Employees need to be able to 
control their flexible work responsibilities and be creative enough. The more flexible 
work responsibilities, the more ambiguous the role, and consequently, the more 
anxious one can become. Therefore, job autonomy is not always related with 
employees’ job satisfaction (Chebat and Kollias, 2000). 
It is possible that the direct effect of job autonomy on job satisfaction is mediated by 
some variable then. As Jackson and Schuler (1985) concluded that task autonomy 
usually lead to lower level of role conflict and role ambiguity in most of the previous 
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studies. The negative relationship between role stress and job satisfaction is also 
supported by several studies (Bhatt & Saurashtra, 1997; Lesowitz, 1997).  In other 
words, part of the effect of task autonomy on job satisfaction might be indirectly 
through the effect of role stress and role stress shall be the mediator here.  
There is empirical evidence in service industry which could support the above 
proposition. For instance, Niehoff, Enz, and Grover (1990) reported that field claim 
representatives, field agency managers and field claim managers who were working in 
an insurance company would report lower level of role ambiguity and higher level of 
job satisfaction when they were allowed decision influence. Therefore I expect that 
role stress to be a mediator here.  
 
Task Autonomy and Intention to Quit 
There is a strong relationship between task autonomy and role stress. Jackson and 
Schuler (1985) concluded that giving employees the job autonomy and empowering 
employees enable them to lower their stress level. Empirical evidence (Agarwal & 
Ramaswami; Meyer, Allen and Smith, 1993) also supported the positive relationship 
between role stress and intention to quit. However, the results for the relationship 
between task autonomy and intention to quit are mixed.  
Ramaswami, Agarwal and Bhargava (1993) found a significant negative correlation 
between task autonomy and quit intention for marketing employees. While marketing 
people need to discuss and negotiate projects with clients quite often, they would feel 
easier to handle the problems on the spot when they are given the decision power. 
Godard (2001), however, was unable to find a significant relationship between 
autonomous team and their job commitment.  
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It is reasonable to infer that there might be a mediator between task autonomy and 
intention to quit. While task autonomy would be able to influence job satisfaction on 
the one hand, it could also have an effect on role stress, which in turn would affect job 
satisfaction. In sum, role stress is expected to be mediator here.    
 
Task Uncertainty and Job Satisfaction 
Task uncertainty is supposed to have a deleterious effect on job satisfaction. It tends 
to block the linkage between people’s effort and their job success (Brown and 
Peterson, 1993). When it is difficult for people to foresee this linkage, they are likely 
to get frustrated and thus become job dissatisfied. Weed and Mitchell (1980) reported 
significant negative result of environmental uncertainty on task satisfaction in their 
study and their research sample consisted mainly of college students who would like 
to do a part-time job.  Nevertheless, Munche (2003) reported that Norwegian 
teachers’ perceived uncertainty was positively related to their job satisfaction.  
Tummers and Landeweerd (2002) found no significant relationship between 
uncertainty and job satisfaction.  
By introducing the mediating effect of role stress might be able to explain the above 
inconsistent results. Part of the effect of task uncertainty on job satisfaction may 
indirectly through the effect of role stress. Previous empirical studies provided the 
relationship between task uncertainty and role stress. For instance, McGrath (1976) 
and Whetten (1978) found that task uncertainty is positively related to role stress. The 
negative relationship between role stress and job satisfaction was also established in 
numerous previous studies (Jackson and Schuler, 1985).  
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There is evidence which suggests that the relationship between uncertainty and job 
satisfaction might be mediated by role stress. Brass (1985) maintained that uncertainty 
might have a negative effect on job satisfaction via role stress. There is a positive 
relationship between task uncertainty and role stress on the one hand and a negative 
relationship between role stress and job satisfaction on the other hand. Lysonski (1985) 
supported the significant results of perceived environmental uncertainty on role stress, 
which in turn was significantly related to job satisfaction for his sample of product 
managers in consumer packaged goods industries. His research sample includes 
various industries, such as cosmetics, food, tobacco, proprietary drugs. Lysonski, 
Singer and Wilemon (1988) also reported that greater perceived uncertainty in the 
environment was related to greater role pressures and intense role pressure would then 
increase levels of job-related stress and reduce job satisfaction. 
In sum, this implies that the effect of uncertainty on job satisfaction could be 
mediated by role stress and I expect this effect will hold in hotel industry which is a 
typical service industry too. Based on the above arguments, I predict role stress to be 
a mediator here.  
 Task Uncertainty and Intention to Quit 
Similarly, O’Driscoll & Beehr (1994) suggested that there is a significant correlation 
between uncertainty and employees’ turnover intention. Kammeyer-Mueller and 
Wanberg (2003) confirmed that employees with enough working experience can be 
soon integrated with the new working environment and they would feel easier to 
handle the new jot tasks because the unknown job factors would be less. This will 
contribute to employees’ commitment to the organizations.  
Chapter 2                                              Literature Review and Statement of Hypothesis 
 29
Past studies also supported the positive relationship between task uncertainty and role 
stress on the one hand (Whetten, 1978; McGrath, 1976) and positive relationship 
between role stress and intention to quit on the other hand (Brown & Peterson, 1993; 
Conley & Woosley, 2000). Therefore it is possible that role stress is a mediator 
between task uncertainty and intention to quit. People would be more likely to quit 
their jobs when they are experiencing high level of uncertainty, both from inside or 
outside the organization, because it tends to lead to high level of stress. In other words, 
part of the effect of task uncertainty on quit intention would be able to indirectly 
influence role stress and I expect role stress to be mediator here.   
Summary 
This review has discussed the importance of role stress in managing human resources 
in service organizations. Individual factor and job factors as antecedents of role stress 
have been examined. Job satisfaction and intention to quit as consequence of role 
stress have been included too. Based on the above literature review, the research 
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Research Model and Hypotheses 
Figure 1: Antecedents and Consequences of Role Stress  
Note: RA refers to role ambiguity 
           RC refers to role conflict 
          JS refers to job satisfaction 
 
 
This model seeks to extend previous researchers’ works (Kahn, et al., 1964; Walsh, 
Taber, & Beehr, 1980) to examine antecedents and consequence of role stress. Three 
antecedents are included in this model and they have been classified as individual 
factor and job factors. Two consequence of role stress are in this model too and they 






















(This diagram only shows the mediator relationships for the sake of brevity) 
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Antecedent Variables 
As shown in the model, self-efficacy is the individual personality factor. People with 
higher self-efficacy tend to believe that they can control work targets and they are less 
likely to be afraid of the difficulties or be unhappy with them (Bandura, 1989). 
Furthermore, people with higher self-efficacy tend to be highly motivated and 
cognitively resourceful. They are able to acquire the maximum effective ways to deal 
with stressful situations. In sum, the higher the self-efficacy level, the lower the 
experienced role stress level. Therefore, I propose the following hypothesis: 
 
             Hypothesis 1a:  Self-efficacy will be negatively related to role conflict  
Hypothesis 1b: Self-efficacy will be negatively related to role ambiguity. 
 
The other kind of antecedent variable of role stress is job factors, which include task 
autonomy and task uncertainty. Based on motivation theory, task autonomy could 
give employees a meaningful work experience; employees have the decision latitude 
to deal with unpredictable situation. Similar constructs have been adopted by some 
researchers. Searle, Bright and Bochner (2001) reported that people’s decision latitude 
would allow them to deal with their stress actively. Similarly, Chebat and Kollias 
(2000) provided the evidence of the negative relationship among role conflict, role 
ambiguity and empowerment. This triggers the following hypotheses: 
 
 Hypothesis 2a: Task autonomy will be negatively related to role conflict. 
Hypothesis 2b: Task autonomy will be negatively related to role ambiguity. 
Task uncertainty, which is closely related to task autonomy, is supposed to have an 
adverse effect on role stress. Incomplete information of the environment makes the 
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employees lose control of the environment. McGrath (1976) believed that uncertainty 
is an important predictor of people’s stress reactions. Whetten (1978) also reported 
the positive relationships between uncertainty and role stress. Therefore it is expected 
that task uncertainty will be positively related to both role ambiguity and role conflict.   
 
Hypothesis 3a: Task uncertainty will be positively related to role conflict. 
        Hypothesis 3b: Task uncertainty will be positively related to role ambiguity.  
 
Moderator Effects 
The relationship between task uncertainty and task autonomy needs to be taken into 
account. While most of the previous studies (Niehoff, Enz, and Grover, 1990; Shimko, 
1994) supported the negative relationship between task autonomy and role stress, 
Agarwal & Ramaswami (1993) and Berg & Feij (2003) both were unable to find a 
significant relationship between autonomy and stress variables. The mixed results 
yield the possibility that there might be moderators which would influence the 
relationship between autonomy and stress.  
Dodd and Ganster (1996) confirmed the interaction effect of task variety and task 
autonomy. They concluded that in a low variety task, autonomy had little impact on 
employees’ attitude and performance whereas in a high variety task, autonomy would 
have a great impact. Mills and Morries (1992) maintained that increasing task 
uncertainty usually is associated with greater perceived local decision control for 
service providers.  
When uncertainty is high, rules and pre-specified programs are difficult to implement 
and employees need the flexibility to make decisions on-the-spot. If employee 
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experiences high task uncertainty, he is likely to experience high role stress also. This 
detrimental effect of task uncertainty will be more severe if employee does not have 
the comparable level of decision power to handle the situation. Therefore a moderator 
effect of task autonomy shall be expected here. In particular, the positive relationship 
between task uncertainty and role stress will be alleviated by task autonomy. The 
above arguments lead to the following hypothesis.  
            Hypothesis 4a: The positive relationship between task uncertainty and role 
conflict will be alleviated by task autonomy such that the 
relationship will be weaker under higher level of task 
autonomy than under lower level of task autonomy. 
Hypothesis 4b: The positive relationship between task uncertainty and role 
ambiguity will be alleviated by task autonomy such that the 
relationship will be weaker under higher level of task 
autonomy than under lower level of task autonomy. 
 
Previous studies (Furnham, 1995; Norton, 1975) have already started to consider the 
interaction effect between task uncertainty and individual personality variables. It is 
believed that the unknown environment will be more harmful to some people than to 
others (Greco and Roger, 2002). These studies, so far, have not taken self-efficacy 
into account.  
As employees tend to hold confidence in their job abilities when they have higher 
self-efficacy, they will be more energetic and actively seek ways to alleviate the 
stressful situation and therefore the deleterious effect of task uncertainty on role stress 
will not be that critical (Gardner and Pierce, 1998; Bandura, 1977) A moderating 
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effect of self-efficacy is expected here then. Specifically, the positive relationship 
between task uncertainty and role stress will be mediated by self-efficacy. This leads 
to hypotheses 4c and 4d.  
Hypothesis 4c: The positive relationship between task uncertainty and role 
conflict will be alleviated by self-efficacy such that the 
relationship will be weaker under higher level of self-efficacy 
than under lower level of self-efficacy. 
Hypothesis 4d: The positive relationship between task uncertainty and role 
ambiguity will be alleviated by self-efficacy such that the 
relationship will be weaker under higher level of self-efficacy 
than under lower level of self-efficacy. 
 
Similarly, while self-efficacy is normally considered to be beneficial to people’s 
experienced stress, Zellars et al (2001)’s results showed that self-efficacy hardly had 
an effect on people’s role conflict. Including task autonomy as one possible moderator 
might be able to explain the above conflicting results.  
It is expected that not all the employees would welcome the decision power (Litt, 
1988; Fisher, 1984). Only those with strong self confidence of their work skills will 
favor the authorized autonomy and will use the authorization actively to facilitate 
their work. People with lower job confidence might be more confused about how to 
carry out their work when they are given the autonomy (Ashness & Lashley, 1995). 
Arguments above lead me to derive the following hypotheses: 
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            Hypothesis 4e: Task autonomy is associated with lower role conflict when 
self-efficacy is high while task autonomy is associated with 
higher role conflict when self-efficacy is low.  
Hypothesis 4f: Task autonomy is associated with lower role ambiguity when 
self-efficacy is high while task autonomy is associated with 
higher role ambiguity when self-efficacy is low.  
 
Mediation Effects 
Self-efficacy and Job Satisfaction 
Previous researchers have provided the empirical support for both the negative 
relationship between self-efficacy and role stress (Moos & Bilings,1982; Edwards, 
1988) and negative relationship between role stress and job satisfaction (.Flanagan & 
Flanagan, 2002; Donovan, 2003). The relationship between self-efficacy and job 
satisfaction is mixed however.  With the ability to deal with stressful situation, 
employees with higher level of self-efficacy usually can obtain higher level of 
satisfaction from their jobs (Judge & Bono, 2001). However, Shoemaker (1999) was 
unable to find a significant relationship between self-efficacy and job satisfaction. 
Therefore I expect role stress to be mediator here.  
Hypothesis 5: Role conflict and role ambiguity will mediate the relation 
between self-efficacy and job satisfaction.  
 
Self-efficacy and Intention to Quit 
Researchers have provided the empirical support that there is a strong relationship 
between self-efficacy and role stress on the one hand (Moos & Bilings, 1982; 
Edwards, 1988), and the positive relationship between role stress and intention to quit 
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on the other hand (Beehr & Newman, 1978; Conley and Woosley, 2000). Studies 
have also shown that Self-efficacy will be related to employees’ intention to quit in 
that self-efficacy reflects how employees are going to be socialized with their 
organizations and their ability to deal with troublesome situations (Gist & Mitchell, 
1992). Nevertheless, Zellars et al (2001)’s was unable to find a significant relationship 
between self-efficacy and quit intention. Therefore, role stress might be a mediator 
here to account for this inconsistency. This leads to the following hypothesis. 
Hypothesis 6: Role conflict and role ambiguity will mediate the relation 
between self-efficacy and intention to quit.  
 
Task Autonomy and Job Satisfaction 
Jackson and Schuler (1985) concluded that task autonomy consistently have a 
significant effect on role conflict and role ambiguity. There is also empirical evidence 
to show the negative relationship between role stress and job satisfaction (Bhatt & 
Saurashtra, 1997 and Lesowitz, 1997). The proposed positive relationship between 
task autonomy and job satisfaction is largely rooted in the motivation theory. Ilgen 
and Hollenbeck (1991) recommended providing autonomy to employees because it 
will enhance the meaningfulness of the work itself. Herzberg’s two-factor theory 
(1968) also points out the intrinsic content of the job, such as challenge, meaning 
could create job satisfaction for employees. Thus a positive relationship between task 
autonomy and job satisfaction is expected. However, giving employees task autonomy 
sometimes can be very demanding and it is not always beneficial to employees’ 
satisfaction level (Chebat and Kollias, 2000). 
Therefore I expect both role conflict and role ambiguity to be mediator here. While 
task autonomy could have an effect on job satisfaction, it could also influence 
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employees’ job satisfaction by decreasing employees’ stress level. Based on the 
previous interpretation, I get the following hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 7: Role conflict and role ambiguity will mediate the relation 
between task autonomy and job satisfaction.  
 
Task Autonomy and Intention to Quit 
Task autonomy is believed to have a significant effect on role stress in most of the 
previous studies (Jackson and Schuler, 1985). Role stress is also a main reason for 
employees to quit their current jobs (Agarwal & Ramaswami, 1993; Meyer, Allen and 
Smith, 1993). Several studies have examined the relationship between task autonomy 
and quit intention. Ramaswami, Agarwal, and Bhargava (1993) pointed out that there 
is a significant correlation between these two constructs. Godard (2001), however, 
was unable to find any significant relationship between autonomy and quit intention. I 
expect that role stress will be a mediator role in that task autonomy would have a 
positive effect on role stress, which in turn will impact the turnover intention. The 
following hypotheses describe the above situation.  
Hypothesis 8: Role conflict and role ambiguity will mediate the relation 
between task autonomy and intention to quit.  
 
Task Uncertainty and Job Satisfaction 
Research has shown that task uncertainty could negatively influence people’s stress 
level (McGrath, 1976; Whetten, 1978). The deleterious effect of role stress on job 
satisfaction is also established by previous studies (Jackson and Schuler, 1985). 
Scholars have provided empirical evidence on the relationship between task 
uncertainty and job satisfaction too. Weed & Mitchell (1980) and Lysonski (1985) 
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reported the significant relationship between task uncertainty and job satisfaction. 
However, this relationship was not confirmed by Tummers and Landeweerd (2002).  
To explain this conflicting result, I expect role stress to be mediator here. Specifically, 
task uncertainty could be able to affect job satisfaction indirectly through role stress. 
As Lysonski, et al., (1988) and Lysonski (1985) pointed out that task uncertainty had 
a significant effect on both role stress and job satisfaction. The following hypothesis 
agrees with the above interpretation.  
 
Hypothesis 9: Role conflict and role ambiguity will mediate the relation 
between task uncertainty and job satisfaction.  
 
Task Uncertainty and Intention to Quit 
Similarly, task uncertainty is able to influence employees’ stress level (Whetten, 1978; 
McGrath, 1976). At the same time, while employees’ stress level increases, so will 
their quit intention (Brown & Peterson, 1993; Conley & Woosley, 2000). There is a 
positive relationship between task uncertainty and intention to quit also. O’Driscoll & 
Beehr (1994) and Kammeyer-Mueller & Wanberg (2003) confirmed that when there 
is a certain high level of uncertainty around, employees would feel difficulty to handle 
their jobs properly and efficiently and therefore would be more likely to quit.  
I expect that role stress will assume mediator role between task uncertainty and quit 
intention in that task uncertainty could have adverse effect on role stress, which in 
turn will have an impact on turnover intention. This derives the following hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 10: Role conflict and role ambiguity will mediate the relation 
between task uncertainty and intention to quit.  
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By now, all the hypotheses have been derived and the design and methodology part of 


























Method and Data Collection 
Survey methodology was used in this study. Data was collected from hotels in 
Singapore. I obtained a member list of hotels with the help from the Singapore Hotel 
Association (SHA). It was not clear at that time which hotel was going to participate 
in this study and which one would not. However, I understand that there are different 
levels among these hotels and it is necessary for me to approach as many hotels as 
possible to capture the variability for interpreting the results and providing more 
external validity to the results. Stratified random sampling was then used to select the 
research sample. This sampling strategy is similar as using simple random sampling 
within each sector (Warwick and Lininger, 1975). The whole research sample was 
divided into several sub-groups and hotels in each sub-group are randomly selected. 
Based on the criteria set by SHA, I classified all the hotels on the list into three star, 
four star and five star hotels.  I randomly picked hotels within each group. With the 
sampling fraction of 4, I approached a total of 22 hotels for their co-operation. I sent 
an invitation or fax to the general managers or human resource directors of all these 
twenty-two hotels. In the invitation letter, I explained to the managers the main 
purpose of this study and the research methodology I planned to use. I also requested 
a meeting if possible to explain to them the study face to face. Out of these 22 hotels, 
11 of them had given me a reply, expressing their great interest in participating in this 
study. The rest of the hotels either declined our invitation, or they agreed to 
participate first but withdraw in the last moment. Among these hotels which were 
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willing to help me with the data collection, three of them were three-star hotel, six of 
them were four-star hotel and two of them were five-star hotel.  
There is a concern about the language of the survey in that it might be too academic 
and abstract for hotel employees to understand. Therefore during the conversation 
with hotel managers, I asked three managers to look through the questionnaire and 
give me some suggestions to make necessary modifications on the survey language. 
The reason for doing this is to let the survey be more relevant to the daily operation of 
this particular industry and make hotel employees feel easier to answer those 
questions.  
Since there is a large proportion of hotel employees who can not understand English 
quite well, I have also sought help from an official translation agency to translate the 
questionnaire into Mandarin and then translate the Mandarin version back into 
English to make sure that the translation has no mistakes. 
I gave the questionnaires directly to one of the four-star hotels as per their request, 
and the hotel management then administer to their employees. Employees were asked 
to fill out the survey at their convenience. In other words, employees could either mail 
the survey directly back to us using the prepaid self-addressed envelope or they could 
give the survey to their hotel management and the hotel would mail them to us in a 
packet. For the rest of the hotels, I go personally to collect the questionnaires. The 
employees were asked to come to one pre-specified conference room to fill out the 
questionnaire on the spot. It took about one week to finish the data collection in each 
hotel.  
Front-line employees were the expected participants of this study. A total of 412 
employees have come to fill up the survey and I discarded 87 responses which too 
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many questions were left blank. 325 valid responses were obtained from all these 
eleven hotels in the end, which represents a response rate of 79%. Such a high 
response rate is largely due to the help from hotels’ HR department because all 
employees from the front office, food & beverage, marketing and house-keeping 
department were required to participate. Employees from these four departments have 
chances to contact with customers quite often; therefore they are in a good position to 
answer my research questions.  
I tried to get interview with supervisors and employees to check and ascertain our 
dataset’s accuracy but unfortunately it was not feasible because of the industry 
recovery in the post-SARS period. Hotels got very busy due to the accompanying 
high occupancy rates. In the following section, measurement for variables of current 
study will be explained.  
 
 Measures 
Multiple measures were used for all constructs except for department size, employees’ 
age and gender. The Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was used to analyze the reliability 
of these measures. It is based on the internal consistency to determine whether the 
scales measure the variables reliably or not (Zikmund, 1994). The measures for the 
variables in detail can be found in Appendix C. All these items were measured using a 
5-point Likert scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree. We will describe the 
measurement of independent variables first, followed by mediator variables, with 
dependent variables and control variables coming last. 
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 Independent Variables 
Self-efficacy 
Following Bandura (1977, 1978), Jones (1986), and Hartline & Ferrell (1996), this 
variable was measured in terms of the people’s expectations that they could 
successfully execute the behavior required to produce the outcome. The scale consists 
of nine items measured on a 5-point Likert-type ranging from “strongly agree” to 
strongly disagree”. Previous studies reported the alpha to be 0.71 which was 
considered to be satisfactory.  
 
Task Autonomy  
This variable was measured on a 5-point scale with five items which asked about the 
autonomy employees enjoyed during work process and the decision latitude 
employees had when faced with the unexpected situations. The reliability of this 
variable was reported to be 0.85 in previous studies (Pierce and Dunham, 1978a, b).  
 
Task Uncertainty 
This variable was also measured on a 5-point Likert type scale and the items were 
taken from Kim, Suh and Lee (1998)’s study. Nine items were used to measure this 
construct and they are mainly concerning to the variability and the predictability of 
the task. The alpha coefficient for this construct was around 0.89 in previous studies 




Chapter 3                                                                                     Research Methodology  
 43
 Mediators 
Role Conflict and Role Ambiguity  
These two variables were measured on a 1-5 agree-disagree scale.  Items were taken 
from Rizzo, House and Lirtzman (1970). This instrument has been adopted by many 
researchers, with reliabilities reported in previous studies from 0.74 to 0.90 for role 
ambiguity and 0.57 to 0.88 for role conflict. Items measuring role conflict described 
situations where employees needed to break the regulations set by the organization or 
supervisor in order to carry out an assignment or to obey the orders demanded by one 
supervisor but not accepted by another one. Role ambiguity, on the other hand, 





Job satisfaction was operationalized consistent with previous studies (Brown and 
Peterson, 1993; Hartline and Ferrell, 1996). Employee’s job satisfaction was 
measured using five items that assessed satisfaction with facets of the overall job. 
Specifically, the items asked employees to indicate how satisfied they were with their 
supervisors, their promotion opportunity, the support given by the organization and 
the overall impression of current job. Hartline and Ferrell (1996) confirmed the 
convergent and discriminant validity of this measure and the Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient result was 0.71.  
 
 
Chapter 3                                                                                     Research Methodology  
 44
Intention to Quit 
Items measuring this variable were taken from Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins and 
Klesh’s (1979) work. The variable consisted of three-item index of employees’ 
intention to leave their work. The coefficient alpha given by Cammann et al. (1979) in 
their study was 0.83 (N> 400). The correlation with overall job satisfaction reported 
by the author was -0.58.  
 
Control Variables 
The control variables for this study were hotel star level, department size, employee’s 
gender and age. As Brotherton (2004) pointed out, budget hotels usually offer limited 
but standardized service package to their customers. Contrary to budget hotels, star 
hotels are keen to provide individualized services to their guests and this might 
increase employees’ stress level. Previous studies have also shown that employee’s 
gender and age could have direct effect in eliminating or lowering employees’ 
experienced role stress. (Siguaw & Honeycutt, 1955; Baugh, Lankau & Scandura, 
1996; Yousef, 1999). Daft (1992) had also pointed out that larger working group 
usually would have more levels of hierarchy and therefore, employees were more 
likely to get the autonomy they wanted. Therefore, we need to control these variables’ 
effects before further conducting any analysis.  
Hotel star level was measured by a dummy variable, with three star hotel defined as -1, 
four star hotel defined as 0 and five star hotel defined as 1. Department size was 
measured as the natural log of the number of full-time employees plus half the 
number of part-time employees (Beyer and Trice, 1979) of that particular department. 
Employee’s gender was measured by a dummy variable, with female coded as 0 and 
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male coded as 1. Employee’s age was measured as the number of months of the 
employee’s years of age.  
In the following chapters, results of the statistical data analysis will be presented first 
and the discussion section and implication of current study will be explained in the 





























DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
 
 
Hierarchical regression analysis (Cohen and Cohen, 1983) was used to test the 
hypotheses of this study. Before the regression results, T-test results for the two 
versions of the questionnaire will be displayed first, followed by the factor analysis of 
each construct. After that, the inter-correlations and the descriptive statistics of all the 
variables used in this study will be presented. The statistical procedures testing the 
individual predictor and moderator effects are presented next, followed by the results 
of the mediator effect.  
As described in Chapter 3, I used two versions of questionnaires to collect the data. T-
test was carried out to make sure that there are no systematic differences between the 
two versions. Table 1 provides us the results. The means of all the constructs in the 
two versions gave no significant difference.  











 1 2.344 
0.131 0.717 
Task Autonomy 0 2.010 
 1 2.55 0.026 0.873 
Self-efficacy 0 3.72 
 1 3.77 0.404 0.525 
Role Conflict 0 3.17 
 1 3.18 0.66 0.417 
Role Ambiguity 0 1.96 
 1 2.14 1.974 0.161 
Job Satisfaction 0 3.16 
 1 3.19 0.139 0.709 
Intention to Quit 0 2.38 
 1 2.66 0.494 0.482 
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Factor analysis was used to confirm that the items used in the final data analysis were 
loaded on the expected factors. Table 2 shows the results of the factor analysis. All 
the items are loaded on the expected factors except for self-efficacy and role conflict. 
It seems that self-efficacy does not emerge as a unitary factor but it does not load on 
any task uncertainty and task autonomy factors. Similarly, role conflict has two clear 
factors with some cross-loadings. But none of the item of role conflict loads on the 
role ambiguity items. In other words, there is some distinction between role conflict 
and role ambiguity.  














Intention to Quit 1 
I often think about quitting 0.817 
I will probably look for a new job in the next 
year 
0.945 
I will quite likely actively look for a new job 
in the next year 
0.926 
Items Component 
Job Satisfaction 1 2 
     I am quite satisfied with 
my supervisors 0.777 0.650 
     I am quite satisfied with 
my organization’s policies 0.742 0.633 
     I am not quite satisfied 
with the support provided by 
my organization 
0.787 0.691 
     I am not quite satisfied 
with my opportunities for 
advancement with this 
organization 
0.839 0.690 
     Overall, I am not satisfied 
with my job 0.848 0.659 







Task Uncertainty 1 2 3 4 5 
      In my job, the work is more 
or  less the same from day to 
day 
0.014 0.009 0.406 0.577 0.174 
      The procedures and 
techniques I use are relatively 
straightforward and simple 
-0.101 -0.115 0.744 0.114 -0.068 
       I am able to handle most of 
the situations in my job using 
very similar procedures and 
techniques 
-0.083 -0.185 0.752 0.071 -0.185 
      I can easily solve any 
problems by following the 
rules and procedures manuals.  
0.059 -0.197 0.798 0.195 0.106 
 
Task Autonomy 
     Most of the decisions in my 
job are made by my 
supervisors 
-0.022 -0.197 0.104 1.060 -0.203 
     If there are any exceptions, I 
have to consult my supervisor. 
I am not allowed to decide on 
my own.  
-0.028 -0.011 0.118 0.831 0.043 
Self-efficacy 
     I have confidence in my 
ability to do my job 0.125 0.563 -0.123 -0.030 -0.003 
     I have all the skills needed 
to perform my job very well 0.127 0.648 -0.178 -0.050 -0.003 
     I am very proud of my job 
skills and abilities. 0.042 0.765 -0.120 -0.043 0.076 
     My current level of 
competence is probably not 
enough to excel in this job. 
0.882 -0.297 -0.273 0.002 -0.271 
     Most people in my line of 
work can do the job better than 
I can 
0.724 0.119 0.102 -0.048 0.047 
     I often feel that I do not 
have right type of skills for this 
job 
0.765 0.120 -0.193 0.162 0.373 
     I cannot do well in some of 
the tasks required by my job 0.815 0.338 -0.065 -0.042 0.088 
     I do not feel confident when 
people watch me doing my 
work. 
0.711 0.555 0.185 -0.253 -0.258 















Table 3 shows the descriptive statistic of all of the variables. The mean age of this 
study’s respondents is 36.3 years and 44 percent of them are males. 73.3 percent of 
employees came from front office, food & beverage and house-keeping department. 
The remaining employees mostly came from sales and engineering department.  
The correlation analysis shows that self-efficacy, task uncertainty and task autonomy 
are all significantly correlated with each other. However, the correlation is only. 
Items Component 
Role Conflict 1 2 3 4 
     I often have to break a rule 
or policy in order to carry out 
an assignment 
0.000 0.124 0.881 -0.006 
     I have to do things that 
should be done differently 
under different conditions 
-0.288 0.477 0.085 0.006 
     I often receive an 
assignment without the 
manpower to complete it 
0.152 0.883 0.375 0.124 
     I often work with more than 
one section / department that 
operate quite differently 
0.105 0.919 0.220 0.055 
     I often receive incompatible 
requests from two or more 
people, and these requests are 
equally important 
-0.136 0.828 0.003 -0.031 
     I need to things that are apt 
to be accepted by one person 
and not by others 
-0.174 -0.053 0.698 -0.048 
     I often receive an 
assignment without adequate 
resources and materials to 
execute it 
0.136 0.381 0.742 0.055 
     I sometimes work on 
unnecessary things 0.204 0.425 0.811 0.141 
Role Ambiguity     
     I have clear, planned goals 
and objectives for my job 0.852 0.069 -0.055 -0.003 
     Things are so clear that I am 
able to divide my time properly 
between various activities at 
work 
0.796 0.083 -0.106 0.044 
     I clearly know what my 
responsibilities are 0.585 -0.044 0.023 0.026 
     I know exactly what is 
expected of me on the job 0.679 -0.086 0.090 0.058 
     I am quite sure about how 
much authority I have on my 
job 
0.727 -0.113 0.088 0.154 
  50 
 
Table 3:   Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations a  
 
         a  Coefficient alphas are reported on the diagonals where appropriate. 
          * Correlation is significant at 0.05 level. 
Variables Means s.d. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1.  Age 36.3 12.0        
2.  Self-efficacy 3.75 0.65 (0.73)       
3. Task uncertainty 2.35 0.84 -0.255* (0.66)      
4. Task autonomy 2.36 1.02 -0.153* 0.265* (0.50)     
5.  Role ambiguity 2.08 0.74 -0.344* 0.378* 0.312* (0.76)    
6.  Role conflict 3.18 0.68 -0.126* 0.068 -0.062 0.014 (0.73)   
7. Job satisfaction 3.18 0.80 0.247* -0.273* -0.075 -0.306* -0.209* (0.68)  
8. Intention to quit 2.56 1.18 -0.266* 0.247* 0.188* 0.301* 0.229* -0.478* (0.88) 
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moderately to present a multi-collinearity problem. The abstract value of the 
correlation between three independent variables is around 0.2. Task uncertainty is 
positively related to role ambiguity but not related to role conflict. Task autonomy is 
not related to role conflict either and is positively related to role ambiguity which is 
contrary to the expectation. The reliability for most constructs are acceptable except 
for task autonomy, which is only 0.50.  
Results of the main effects and the moderating effects of independent variables of 
current study will be discussed next.  
 
Antecedents of Role Stress 
The hypotheses test concerning all the antecedent variables and their interaction 
effects are displayed in Table 4 and 5. The main effects of the independent variables 
will be presented first. For this test, the three control variables of current study were 
entered first, followed by the independent variables. 
Hypothesis 1a:  Self-efficacy will be negatively related to role conflict  
Equation 2 of Table 4 shows that self-efficacy is significantly negatively related to 
role conflict (β=-0.149, t=-2.437, p<0.05). The partial correlation of self-efficacy and 
role conflict is -0.137. The R square change due to the effect of three independent 
variables on role conflict is 0.031, which is statistically significant ∆F [3, 312] = 3.363, 
p<0.05. All of these lend good support of hypothesis 1a.  
Hypothesis 1b: Self-efficacy will be negatively related to role ambiguity. 
Equation 2 of Table 5 shows that the effect of self-efficacy on role ambiguity is 
highly significant, with β=-0.267, t= -4.496, p<0.001. It also shows that the partial 
correlation of self-efficacy and role ambiguity is -0.247. The R square change due to 
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the three independent variables on role ambiguity is 0.230, which is highly significant, 
with ∆F [3, 312] =31.876, p<0.001. This then strongly supports hypothesis 1b. 
 
 
Table 4: Results of Hierarchical Regression for Role Conflict 
Independent 
Variable Eq. 1 Eq. 2 Eq.3 
 B t PC B t PC B t PC 
1.Department 
Size -0.069 -0.99 -0.056 -0.045 -0.654 -0.037 -0.043 -0.633 -0.036 
2. Gender -0.058 -0.77 -0.043 -0.066 -0.875 -0.050 -0.025 -0.34 -0.019 
3. Years of Age 0.000 1.15 0.065 -0.000 0.978 0.055 0.000 -0.135 -0.008 
4. Hotel Star 
Level -0.049 -0.821 -0.046 -0.041 -0.679 -0.038 -0.001 -.016 -0.001 
5. Self-efficacy    -0.149* -2.437 -0.137 -0.119* -1.984 -0.112 
6. Task-
autonomy  
  -0.079* -2.086 -0.117 -0.065 -1.672 -0.095 
7. Task 
uncertainty  

























-0.028 -0.764 -0.043 
R2   0.010     0.041     0.108   
∆R2      0.031     0.067   
∆F   0.817     3.363*     7.709***   
df   3, 315     3, 312     3, 309   
N=319. PC = partial correlation 
VIF for All the Variables Range From 1.001 to 1.345 
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Table 5: Results of Hierarchical Regression for Role Ambiguity 
Independent 
Variable Eq. 1 Eq. 2 Eq.3 
 B t PC B t PC B t PC 
1. Department 
Size -0.080 -1.047 -0.059 0.005 0.067 0.004 -0.001 -0.008 0.000 
2. Gender -0.002 -0.022 -0.001 -0.028 -0.384 -0.022 -0.051 -0.69 -0.039 
3. Years of Age  0.000 1.021 0.058 0.000 0.111 0.006 0.000 0.738 0.042 
4. Hotel Star 
Level -0.155* -2.364 -0.132 -0.070 -1.193 -0.068 -0.090 -1.53 -0.087 
5. Self-efficacy    -0.267*** -4.496 -0.247 -0.263*** -4.396 -0.243 
6. Task-
autonomy  
  0.157*** 4.251 0.234 0.148*** 3.822 0.213 
7. Task 
uncertainty  
  0.244*** 5.112 0.278 0.248*** 5.013 0.275 
8. Self-efficacy x 
Task autonomy  
     0.003 0.038 0.002 
9. Self-efficacy x 
Task uncertainty  
     0.114 1.455 0.083 
10. Task 






-0.064 -1.721 -0.098 
R2 0.023   0.253   0.270   
∆R2    0.230   0.017   
∆F 1.845   31.876***   2.373   
df 3, 315   3, 312   3, 309   
N=319. 
VIF for All the Variables Range From 1.001 to 1.345 
*** p< 0.001; ** p<0.01; * p<0.05 
 
Hypothesis 2a: Task autonomy will be negatively related to role conflict. 
Hypothesis 2b: Task autonomy will be negatively related to role ambiguity. 
Similarly, equation 2 of Table 4 shows that task autonomy is negatively related to role 
conflict (β=-0.079, t= -2.086, p<0.05). The partial correlation of task autonomy and 
role conflict is -0.117. The R square change due to the three independent variables’ 
effect on role conflict is 0.031, which is statistically significant ∆F [3, 312] = 3.363, 
p<0.05. This lends good support of hypothesis 2a.  
Equation 2 of Table 5 shows that task autonomy is positively related to role ambiguity 
(β=0.157, t=4.251, p<0.001). The partial correlation of task autonomy and role 
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ambiguity is 0.234. The R square change due to the three independent variables’ 
effect on role ambiguity is 0.230, which is highly significant, with ∆F [3, 312] =31.876, 
p<0.001. This is in the opposite direction of hypothesis 2b but the result is highly 
significant. Hypothesis 2b is not supported but we will discuss the findings of this 
result in the next chapter.  
Hypothesis 3a: Task uncertainty will be positively related to role conflict. 
Hypothesis 3b: Task uncertainty will be positively related to role ambiguity.  
Equation 2 of Table 4 shows that task uncertainty is not significantly related to role 
conflict thus hypothesis 3a is not supported. Equation 2 of Table 5 shows that task 
uncertainty is significantly positively related to role ambiguity (β =0.244, t=5.112, 
p<0.001). The partial correlation of task uncertainty and role ambiguity is 0.278. The 
R square change due to the three independent variables’ effect on role ambiguity is 
0.230, which is highly significant, with ∆F [3, 312] =31.876, p<0.001. This strongly 
supports hypothesis 3b. 
Next I will present the results of the moderating effects of these independent variables. 
In order to test the moderating effect, the three control variables were entered first, the 
three independent variables were then entered as a separate set to test the main effects, 
and the product of those independent variables were entered at last (Stone & 
Hollenbeck, 1984). The interaction effect between task autonomy and task uncertainty 
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Hypothesis 4a: The positive relationship between task uncertainty and role conflict 
will be alleviated by task autonomy such that the relationship will be 
weaker under higher level of task autonomy than under lower level of 
task autonomy. 
Hypothesis 4b: The positive relationship between task uncertainty and role ambiguity 
will be alleviated by task autonomy such that the relationship will be 
weaker under higher level of task autonomy than under lower level of 
task autonomy. 
Equation 3 of Table 4 shows that the interaction effect between task autonomy and 
task uncertainty is not statistically significant. Thus hypothesis 4a is not supported. 
The interaction effect is still not significant in the role ambiguity case. Equation 3 of 
Table 5 shows that task autonomy does not have a moderating effect on the 
relationship between task uncertainty and role ambiguity. Thus hypothesis 4b is not 
supported either.  
Hypothesis 4c:  The positive relationship between task uncertainty and role conflict 
will be alleviated by self-efficacy such that the relationship will be 
weaker under higher level of self-efficacy than under lower level of 
self-efficacy. 
Hypothesis 4d:  The positive relationship between task uncertainty and role ambiguity 
will be alleviated by self-efficacy such that the relationship will be 
weaker under higher level of self-efficacy than under lower level of 
self-efficacy. 
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Figure 2: Interaction Plot between Role Conflict and Task Uncertainty 
 
The interaction between self-efficacy and task uncertainty is shown in Figure 2. For 
high self-efficacy people, the relationship between task uncertainty and role conflict is 
negative; while for low self-efficacy people, the above relationship becomes positive. 
Equation 3 of Table 4 also shows that self-efficacy does have a moderating effect on 
the relationship between task uncertainty and role conflict in that the interaction effect 
of self-efficacy and task uncertainty is statistically significant (β=-0.300, t=-3.814, 
p<0.001). The partial correlation between the interaction effect and role conflict is -
0.212. The increment of R2 due to the interaction terms is 0.67, which is statistically 
significant with ∆F [ 3, 309 ] = 7.709, p<0.001.  Thus hypothesis 4c is strongly supported.  
However, equation 3 of Table 5 shows that the interaction effect between self-efficacy 
and task uncertainty is not significant enough when the dependent variable becomes 
role ambiguity. Thus hypothesis 4d is rejected.  
 
Hypothesis 4e:  Task autonomy is associated with lower role conflict when self-
efficacy is high while task autonomy is associated with higher role 











Chapter 4                                                                                Data Analysis and Results 
 57
Hypothesis 4f:  Task autonomy is associated with lower role ambiguity when self-
efficacy is high while task autonomy is associated with higher role 
ambiguity when self-efficacy is low. 
It could be seen from Equation 3 of Table 4 and 5 that the interaction between self-
efficacy and task autonomy are not statistically significant. This suggests a rejection 
of both hypothesis 4e and 4f.  
 
 
Consequences of Role Stress 
I will now discuss about the hypotheses concerning the consequence variables and the 
mediating effects. Tables 6 to 7 display the statistical procedure and results to test the 
mediating effect.  
For mediator analysis, firstly one needs to show that the independent variable affects 
the mediator; secondly, the independent variable should affect the dependent variable 
and thirdly, mediator affects the dependent variable with the independent variable in 
the equation. After all the three prerequisites are met, the mediating effect holds if the 
effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable becomes attenuated when 
mediator is added into the equation.  Full mediation is confirmed if the independent 
variable no longer has significant effect on dependent variable when the mediator is 
entered into the equation (Baron & Kenny, 1986).  
 
Hypothesis 5: Role conflict and role ambiguity will mediate the relation between self-
efficacy and job satisfaction.  
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Self-efficacy has been shown to affect role conflict and role ambiguity in hypothesis 
1a and 1b. Equation 2 in Table 6 shows that self-efficacy also significantly affect job 
satisfaction (β=0.277, t=3.905, p<0.001). The partial correlation between self-efficacy 
and job satisfaction is 0.216. Both role conflict (β=-0.211, t=-3.303, p<0.01) and role 
ambiguity  (β=-0.239, t=-3.642, p<0.001) are significantly negatively related to job 
satisfaction The increment in R2, which is due to the independent effect of role 
conflict and role ambiguity, is statistically significant, with ∆F [ 2, 310 ] = 11.692, 
p<0.001 (equation 3, Table 6). Therefore the three pre-requirements of mediating 
effects according to Baron and Kenny (1986) have been confirmed.  
Table 6: Mediating Effect of Role Conflict and Role Ambiguity between 
IVs and Job Satisfaction 
N=319 
VIF for All the Variables Range From 1.001 to 1.333 
*** p< 0.000; ** p<0.01; * p<0.05
Independent 
Variable Eq. 1 Eq. 2 Eq.3 
 B t PC B t PC B t PC 
1. Department 
Size 0.019 0.231 0.013 -0.046 -0.565 -0.032 -0.054 -0.692 -0.039 
2. Gender -0.121 -1.33 -0.075 -0.096 -1.098 -0.062 -0.116 -1.377 -0.078 
3. Years of Age -0.001* -2.295 -0.128 -0.001 -1.765 -0.100 0.000 -1.616 -0.092 
4. Hotel Star 
Level 0.143* 1.983 0.111 0.09 1.288 0.073 0.065 0.955 0.054 
5. Self-efficacy    0.277*** 3.905 0.216 0.182** 2.543 0.143 
6. Task-
autonomy  
  0.021 0.486 0.028 0.042 0.957 0.054 
7. Task 
uncertainty  
  -0.183*** -3.211 -0.179 -0.117* -2.032 -0.115 
8. Role conflict       -0.211*** -3.303 -0.185 
9. Role 
ambiguity  
     -0.239*** -3.642 -0.203 
R2 0.035   0.123   0.185   
∆R2    0.089   0.062   
∆F 2.815*   10.468***   11.692***   
df 3, 315   3, 312   2, 310   
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Now I compare the independent variable effect’s magnitude in equation 2 with that in 
equation 3. From equation 3 in Table 6, it is clear that the effect of self-efficacy on 
job satisfaction is less in equation 3 than in equation 2, which is from 0.277 to 0.182, 
but still remains significant.  
The above results do not guarantee that the mediation has occurred. In order to test 
whether a mediator carries the influence of an independent variable to a dependent 
variable, a statistical test suggested by Baron & Kenny (1986) should be conducted. 
This test is a modification of a test originally proposed by Sobel (1982) and 
researchers (Preacher and Leonardelli, 2003) recommended using it. The two 
formulas only differ in the last term and Sobel formula is an approximation. It is too 
conservative although meant for large sample sizes.  
The Baron & Kenny’s test statistic results for self-efficacy on job satisfaction via role 
conflict is 1.907,  p< 0.05; while for self-efficacy on job satisfaction via role 
ambiguity, the test statistic results is 2.786,  p<0.005. This suggests that the indirect 
effect of self-efficacy on job satisfaction via role conflict and role ambiguity is 
significantly different from zero and therefore hypothesis 5 is supported and role 
conflict and role ambiguity partially mediate the relation between self-efficacy and 
job satisfaction.  
 
Hypothesis 6: Role conflict and role ambiguity will mediate the relation between self-
efficacy and intention to quit.  
The independent variable, self-efficacy has been proved to affect mediator role 
conflict and role ambiguity in hypothesis 1a and 1b. Equation 2 in Table 7 gives 
support on the significant effect self-efficacy on dependent variable intention to quit 
Chapter 4                                                                                Data Analysis and Results 
 60
(β= -0.451, t=-4.314, p<0.001 ). The partial correlation between self-efficacy and 
intention to quit is -0.238. Both role conflict (β=0.372, t=3.967, p<0.001) and role 
ambiguity (β=0.283, t=2.941, p<0.01) have a significant impact on intention to quit. 
The increment in R2 which is due to the effect of mediator variables, is statistically 
significant, with ∆F [ 2, 309 ] =11.809, p<0.001. Thus again the three pre-requirements 
of mediating effects are met. 
Furthermore, the magnitude of self-efficacy’s effect on intention to quit in equation 3 
of Table 7 is less than that in equation 2, which is from -0.451 to -0.320, but is still 
statistically significant. Similarly, Baron and Kenny’s test is conducted too. The test 
statistic for self-efficacy on intention to quit via role conflict is -2.032, p<0.05; while 
the test statistic for self-efficacy on intention to quit via role ambiguity is -2.43, 
p<0.01. Hypothesis 6 is then supported because role conflict and role ambiguity 
partially mediate the relation between self-efficacy and intention to quit. 
 
Hypothesis 7: Role conflict and role ambiguity will mediate the relation between task 
autonomy and job satisfaction.  
Hypothesis 2a and 2b suggest that task autonomy only negatively affects role conflict 
but positively affects role ambiguity. Equation 2 in Table 6, however, shows that task 
autonomy does not significantly affect job satisfaction. Thus according to Baron & 
Kenny (1986), the mediating effect will not hold because the independent variable 
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Table 7: Mediating Effects of Role Conflict, Role Ambiguity between 
IVs and Intention to Quit 
Independent 
Variable Eq. 1 Eq. 2 Eq.3 
 B t PC B t PC B t PC 
1.Department 
Size -0.073 -0.583 -0.033 0.039 0.327 0.019 0.054 0.473 0.027 
2. Gender 0.048 0.356 0.02 0.027 0.213 0.012 0.060 0.484 0.028 
3. Years of Age  0.001 1.241 0.07 0.000 0.615 0.035 0.000 0.394 0.022 
4. Hotel Star 
Level -0.108 -1.008 -0.057 -0.017 -0.168 -0.01 0.018 0.176 0.01 
5. Self-efficacy    -0.451*** -4.314 -0.238 -0.320*** -3.042 -0.171 
6. Task-
autonomy  
  0.129** 1.988 0.112 0.114 1.757 0.100 
7. Task 
uncertainty  
  0.232*** 2.764 0.155 0.149 1.763 0.100 
8. Role conflict       0.372*** 3.967 0.220 
9. Role ambiguity       0.283*** 2.941 0.220 
R2 0.01   0.128   0.190   
∆R2    0.118   0.062   
∆F 0.763   14.036***   11.809***   
df 3, 314   3, 311   2, 309   
N=318 
VIF for All the Variables Range from 1.001 to 1.330 
*** p< 0.000; ** p<0.01; * p<0.05 
 
Hypothesis 8: Role conflict and role ambiguity will mediate the relation between task 
autonomy and intention to quit.  
Task autonomy negatively relates to role conflict but positively relates to role 
ambiguity. Both role conflict and role ambiguity have significant effect on intention 
to quit. Furthermore, task autonomy does have a significant effect on the dependent 
variable, intention to quit, but the direction is opposite to our expectation. The effect 
of task autonomy on intention to quit in Table 7 shows that after including role 
conflict and role ambiguity into the model, the effect on intention to quit becomes 
insignificant.  
Baron and Kenney’s test was carried out too. The test results for task autonomy on 
intention to quit via role conflict is -1.796, p<0.07; while the test results for task 
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autonomy on intention to quit via role ambiguity is 2.377, p<0.01. In that case, the 
mediating effect of role conflict here is not significant enough. In sum, role ambiguity 
fully mediates the positive relationship between task autonomy and intention to quit, 
not negative relation, as we expected. This then gives a rejection of hypothesis 8 but 
the finding will be discussed in the next chapter.  
 
Hypothesis 9: Role conflict and role ambiguity will mediate the relation between task 
uncertainty and job satisfaction.  
Table 4 and Table 5 show that task uncertainty does not significantly affect role 
conflict but positively affect role ambiguity (β=0.244, t=5.112, p<0.001). Table 6 
suggests that task uncertainty has a statistically significant effect on job satisfaction 
(β= -0.183, t=-3.211, p<0.001). The partial correlation between task uncertainty and 
job satisfaction is -0.179. Role conflict and role ambiguity also have a significant 
effect on job satisfaction, as explained before.  
Results in equation 2 and 3 of Table 6 show that the effect of task uncertainty on job 
satisfaction in equation 3 is less than that in equation 2, which is from -0.183 to -
0.117, but still remains significant. The Baron and Kenney’s test was conducted for 
role ambiguity. The test statistic of task uncertainty on job satisfaction via role 
ambiguity is -2.912, p<0.01. Therefore, hypothesis 9 is partially supported in that task 
uncertainty is not mediated by role conflict in its effect on job satisfaction, only role 
ambiguity mediates the relationship between task uncertainty and job satisfaction. 
 
Hypothesis 10: Role conflict and role ambiguity will mediate the relation between 
task uncertainty and intention to quit.  
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Similarly, the independent variable – task uncertainty does have a significant effect on 
the dependent variable – intention to quit, with β=0.232, t=2.764, p<0.001. Both 
mediators have effects on intention to quit and task uncertainty only affects one of the 
mediators. Results in equation 2 and 3 of Table 7 show that the effect of task 
uncertainty on quit intention in equation 3 is less than that in equation 2 and becomes 
insignificant. The Baron and Kenney’s results show that the test statistic of task 
uncertainty on intention to quit via role ambiguity is 2.513, with p<0.01. Due to that 
task uncertainty does not have an effect on role ambiguity, the relationship between 
task uncertainty and intention to quit is fully mediated by role conflict. Therefore 
hypothesis 10 is partially supported.  
 
Summary of the Results 
A summary of the results is given in the following table. The findings and discussion 
will be presented in the next chapter.  




1a Self-efficacy negatively related to role conflict Supported 
1b Self-efficacy negatively related to role 
ambiguity 
Supported 
2a Task autonomy negatively related to role 
conflict 
Supported 




3a Task uncertainty positively related to role 
conflict 
Not Supported 
3b Task uncertainty positively related to role 
ambiguity 
Supported 
4a The positive relationship between task uncertainty and role conflict alleviated by task 
autonomy 
Not Supported 
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4b The positive relationship between task uncertainty and role ambiguity alleviated by 
task autonomy 
Not Supported 
4c The positive relationship between task uncertainty and role conflict alleviated by self-
efficacy 
Supported 




Task autonomy associated with lower role 
conflict when self-efficacy is high; task 
autonomy may be associated with higher role 
conflict when self-efficacy is low 
Not Supported 
4f 
Task autonomy associated with lower role 
ambiguity when self-efficacy is high; task 
autonomy may be associated with higher role 
ambiguity when self-efficacy is low 
Not Supported 
5 Role conflict and role ambiguity mediate the relation between self-efficacy and job 
satisfaction 
Supported 
6 Role conflict and role ambiguity mediate the relation between self-efficacy and intention to 
quit 
Supported 




Role conflict and role ambiguity mediate the 
relation between task autonomy and intention to 
quit 
RA fully mediate 
the positive 
relationship 
between TA and IQ 




Role conflict and role ambiguity mediate the 
relation between task uncertainty and intention 
to quit 
RA fully mediate 
the positive 
relationship 
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Chapter 5 
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
 
The majority of prior research on role stress has focused on its predictor and outcome 
variables. Specifically, individual personality and job characteristics predictors were 
treated separately most of the time. The purpose of this study is to examine the 
potential one individual personality predictor (self-efficacy) and two job 
characteristics predictors (task autonomy and task uncertainty) of role stress. 
Furthermore, I want to examine the two kinds of predictors’ jointly effects on role 
stress. In addition, this research attempts to extend previous studies (Johnston et al, 
1990) by examining role stress’ mediating role between its predictor variables and 
outcome variables.  
Results largely agree with the hypotheses that all the three independent variables have 
an effect on either role conflict or role ambiguity or both.  Self-efficacy seems to 
emerge as an important factor of hotel employees’ experienced role conflict and role 
ambiguity. Hotel employees’ job confidence makes them feel more comfortable to 
handle all kinds of job requests from both customers and supervisors side and 
therefore can decrease their stress level. Employees’ job confidence can also affect 
their satisfaction and quit intention of current jobs. While employees are aware about 
their job responsibilities and have fewer conflicting job roles, they would feel more 
satisfied with their jobs and be more willing to stay with the company.  
Task uncertainty seems to be another strong predictor of hotel employees’ role 
ambiguity. Employees hardly know what their job responsibilities are if they cannot 
realize what are the situations and problems on the job they might encounter. 
Chapter 5                                                                             Discussion and Implications 
 66
Furthermore, this will lead to employees’ lower job satisfaction and higher quit 
intention due to the mediation effect born by role ambiguity. Task uncertainty, 
however, has an interaction effect with self-efficacy on role conflict. The interaction 
plot shows that the relationship between task uncertainty and role conflict would be 
positive for low self-efficacy employees. Although task uncertainty does not have a 
direct effect on role conflict, it would have a harmful influence on employees’ 
experienced stress due to its interaction effect with self-efficacy. 
Previous scholars (Niehoff, Enz, and Grover, 1990; Searle, Bright and Bochner, 2001) 
provided support for the positive effect of task autonomy in dealing with role stress. 
Employees are supposed to be able to lower their job stress when they have the 
decision power on their jobs. Nevertheless, current study found mixed results. While 
task autonomy is found to be negatively related to role conflict, it strongly positively 
affects employees’ role ambiguity level. In other words, when hotel employees get 
more autonomy, they would be more confused about their job duties and 
responsibilities. In addition, task autonomy would have an adverse effect on hotel 
employees’ quit intention through its positive effect on role ambiguity. 
The result is out of expectation. It is possible that hotel line associates actually do not 
welcome the job autonomy. Xie and Johns (1995) suggested that job characteristics 
sometimes may overestimate workers such that they would become additional sources 
of stress. This is especially true if the person already bears high level of role stress. It 
is reasonable for hotel employees then to decline the autonomy in that hotel industry 
is notoriously for its long working hours and high turnover rate.  
Employees may be happy to be given the decision power so that they could do a more 
efficient and flexible job. However they have to take more responsibilities of their job 
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decisions.  As Hales and Klidas (1998) noted that most of the time, giving hotel 
employees more autonomy simply means to increase employees’ responsibility. 
Employees still will not have the choices over how their work could be carried out. 
Therefore, hotel employees could be more confused about their job scope and 
decision power when they are given the job autonomy. 
It is most effective to delegate the decision power to hotel employees when the 
managers expect their employees work well with their colleagues and respect their 
colleagues (Ference, 2001). The good working relationship enables employees to 
carry out their jobs fluently once they have the job autonomy. Empowering 
employees to do a good job is also made easier when employees have opportunities to 
continuously learn (Ference, 2001). As described above, empowering employees 
usually accompany with more job responsibilities. Employees should have 
corresponding job abilities in order to fully use the given job autonomy.  In this case, 
orientation program for the new hotel employees and re-orientation program for the 
existent hotel employees are critical here.  
Therefore, it is advisable for hotel managers to make sure that their employees are 
ready for taking the decision power before delegating it. Task autonomy can be very 
harmful to hotel employees if it was not appropriately used and can contribute to 
employees’ turnover to a great extent.  
The measurement for task autonomy in this study might also contribute to the above 
conflicting results. The construct is a little weak because the reliability is only 0.50. 
The items might not be able to correctly measure the intended construct or the 
respondents in current study did not comprehend the items well.    
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Managerial Implications 
Most of the hypotheses of current study are supported and the results of this study 
provide several managerial implications for hotel managers. First of all, role 
ambiguity seems to be better explained by three predictors included in this study. It 
also has a major effect on hotel employees’ satisfaction and quit intention due to its 
full mediation on task uncertainty and task autonomy. Therefore, it is necessary for 
hotel managers to minimize their employees’ role ambiguity. Managers should 
explain to their employees their role expectations and job authorities as clear as 
possible. It could be conveyed during orientation program for new employees and 
reorientation program for existent employees. Hotels should also minimize the 
phenomenon that employees have more than one direct supervisor to give instructions 
to because this is likely to increase employees’ role conflict and would be harmful to 
their satisfaction level and quit intention also.  
Secondly, employees’ self-efficacy is an important factor to influence their role stress 
level, job satisfaction and quit intention. Hotel managers should try ways to boost 
employees’ self-confidence in their work skills so that it would be helpful to decrease 
the extremely high turnover rate in hotel industry and maintain good working staff.  
Thirdly and most importantly, hotel managers are advised not to delegate the 
autonomy to line associates blindly. Generally speaking, it is a good way for 
managers to motivate their subordinates. Nevertheless, the results of current study 
give contradictory findings. Hotel employees would be more stressful when they are 
given the task autonomy and this will even lead to their quitting of current jobs. 
Managers need to make sure that employees are ready to take the challenge and 
willing to be empowered.  
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Limitation 
The results of this study, however, are subjected to three limitations. Firstly, though 
several job factors and individual factor have been included in the current study, there 
are still concerns that other variables that may have significant effect on role stress 
have been overlooked. The three predictor variables only accounts for about 4% of 
role conflict’s variance. As Jackson and Schuler (1985) concluded, other factors such 
as supervisory support, task identity and task involvement would have a more 
significant effect on role conflict. Task autonomy and self-efficacy are able to reduce 
employees’ role conflict to a certain extent, although the practical significance is not 
clear from this sample.  More research needs to be done to identify the predictor 
variables of role conflict.  
Secondly, those hotels that have not met the standards of star rating were not able to 
be included in the study sample. Results of this study may need modifications when 
applied to small hotels. Future research may want to replicate this study in small 
hotels. 
Thirdly, the results of current study may be biased because of a single-source strategy 
for data collection. Data was collected only through employees’ survey. This 
immediately raises concerns pertaining to common method bias. Respondents may 
not report the information accurately. Future research may consider collecting the data 
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Conclusion 
While the stress issue has been extensively studied in other industry sectors, it has 
largely been ignored in hospitality industry. This study is one such step to understand 
the role stress in hotel industry. It is expected that the results of current study could 
give some practical implications for hotel managers. It is also expected that this study 
will contribute to the role stress theory in service organizations. More studies need to 
be done in this area and more complete framework need to be derived to better 
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Re: Request to participate in a survey on hotel employees work environment and job 
perceptions 
We are writing this to invite your participation in a survey of hotel employees. This 
survey aims to understand how you feel about your work environment, how the 
system of your company can empower and motivate their employees and whether 
such empowerment can improve your job satisfaction. We strongly believe that the 
results of this study can benefit your work in the end.   
We shall be grateful if you could take a few minutes to fill up the questionnaire 
attached with this letter. Your hotel’s management has already agreed that you can 
participate in this study. For your convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed 
stamped envelope. When you finish the survey, please place it in the envelope and 
mail it.  
We assure you that the information you provide will be held strictly confidential. 
Your personal information will not be revealed to anyone and it would not be 
used for any other purposes besides this study. Your participation is entirely 
voluntary and all data will be presented in aggregate and anonymous form. We 
hereby formally undertake such confidentiality to your participation in this 
survey. We will be happy to share the results of this study with you when it is 
completed.  
We deeply appreciate your valuable time and energy for this study. Please remember: 
your participation in this study is extremely valuable and can help a great deal in 
understanding the working environment in hotels. We sincerely hope that you will 
participate in this study. As noted before, you can use the self-addressed stamped 
envelope to return the completed questionnaire to us. If you have any questions about 
current study, please feel free to contact me at 97699617 (mobile). Or you can reach 




Department of Management & Organization    
NUS Business School 
1 Business Link, BIZ 2 Building  
Singapore 117592, Singapore  
Tel: (65)97699617 
Email:  fbap1245@nus.edu.sg 
Founded 1905
    THE           NATIONAL         UNIVERSITY  
                             of       SINGAPORE 
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A STUDY ON HOTEL ORGANIZATIONS 
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE  
 
SECTION A 
This section concerns your working environment. We would like to know about the 
workflow and predictability in your job, and the autonomy you have in dealing with 
unpredictable situations. From questions 1-20, please circle the most appropriate 
number using the scales below.  









1.   In my job, the work is more or less the same from 
day to day. 1 2 3 4 5 
2.  On any given day, I am required to focus on only one 
type of job, and I do not need to do a variety of jobs. 1 2 3 4 5 
3.  On a given day, I end up doing many completely 
different jobs. 1 2 3 4 5 
4.   I have many meetings with colleagues in order to get 
the job done. 1 2 3 4 5 
5.   I have to communicate a lot with my colleagues to 
get the job done. 1 2 3 4 5 
6.   I spend a lot of my time sorting things out with 
colleagues. 1 2 3 4 5 
7.  The procedures and techniques I use are relatively    
straightforward and simple. 1 2 3 4 5 
8.   I am able to handle most of the situations in my job 
using very similar procedures and techniques. 1 2 3 4 5 
9.  In my job, I know in advance where to expect a 
problem or an unusual situation. (Example: 
Housekeeping problems, problems at the front desk) 
1 2 3 4 5 
10. In my job, problems arise at unexpected times. 
( Example: Housekeeping problems at odd hours, 
sudden problems with clients or with supplies ) 
1 2 3 4 5 
11. I can easily solve any problems by following the 
rules and procedure manuals. 1 2 3 4 5 
12. In my job, I frequently face problems that are very 
difficult to solve. 1 2 3 4 5 
13. I have to follow several standard rules and 
procedures in order to get my work done. 1 2 3 4 5 
14. We have a policy and procedure manual I can refer 
to whenever I am in doubt. 1 2 3 4 5 
15. It would be helpful to have some more written 
guidance for us to follow. Otherwise, there is too 
much confusion around here. 
1 2 3 4 5 





In this section, we would like you to share with us the difficult situations you 
probably face during work and how your supervisors help to get your work done. 
From questions 21-40, please circle the most appropriate number using the scales 
below. All your responses are confidential. Please answer frankly. 









16. This organization gives me the freedom to get the 
job done rather than insist on following rules and 
procedures. 
1 2 3 4 5 
17. Most of the decisions in my job are made by my 
supervisors. 1 2 3 4 5 
18. I have the authority to decide on how to handle work 
exceptions (Example: any problems, unusual 
situations). 
1 2 3 4 5 
19. I do not have the authority to ignore or overlook a 
hotel rule even I feel that ignoring the rule will let 
me solve a problem on the spot. 
1 2 3 4 5 
20. If there are any exceptions, I have to consult my 
supervisor. I am not allowed to decide on my own. 1 2 3 4 5 









21. I have clear, planned goals and objectives for my 
job. 1 2 3 4 5 
22. Things are so clear that I am able to divide my time 
properly between various activities at work. 
1 2 3 4 5 
23. I clearly know what my responsibilities are. 1 2 3 4 5 
24. I know exactly what is expected of me on the job. 1 2 3 4 5 
25. I am quite sure about how much authority I have on 
the job. 1 2 3 4 5 
26. My supervisors have explained clearly of what has 
to be done on the job. 1 2 3 4 5 
27. It is quite easy to talk with my immediate 
supervisors. 1 2 3 4 5 
28. I often have to break a rule or policy in order to 
carry out an assignment. 1 2 3 4 5 
29. I have to do things that should be done differently 
under different conditions. 1 2 3 4 5 
30. I often receive an assignment without the manpower 
to complete it. 1 2 3 4 5 
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SECTION C 
This section enquires about how much you need to interact with your customers when 
you provide the service or do your job. In some jobs, you may have to intensely 
interact with customers and help them out. In some other departments, you need not 




















31. I often work with more than one section / 
department that operate quite differently. 1 2 3 4 5 
32. I often receive incompatible requests from two or 
more people, and these requests are equally 
important. 
1 2 3 4 5 
33. My immediate supervisors often go out of their way 
to do things to make my work life easier. 1 2 3 4 5 
34. My supervisor frequently provides feedback on how 
I am performing on my job and how I can improve. 1 2 3 4 5 
35. I have to regularly file reports with my supervisor 
on work related matters (Example: work done, work 
pending, and similar matters). 
1 2 3 4 5 
36. I need to do things that are apt to be accepted by one 
person and not by others. 1 2 3 4 5 
37. I often receive an assignment without adequate 
resources and materials to execute it. 1 2 3 4 5 
38. I sometimes work on unnecessary things. 1 2 3 4 5 
39. I can rely on my supervisors when things get tough 
at work, 1 2 3 4 5 
40. My supervisors are willing to listen to my personal 



















41. I have to communicate a lot with the customer when 
I do my job. 1 2 3 4 5 
42. To do my job, I need to carefully discuss with the 
customers, find out their needs and make 
suggestions and so forth. 
1 2 3 4 5 
43. To do my job, I do not need to communicate with 
the hotel’s customers. 1 2 3 4 5 
44. In my job, the customer has to be physically present 
to receive the service from me. 1 2 3 4 5 
45. I do not need to see or talk to the customer for doing 
my job. 1 2 3 4 5 
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For the following two questions, please circle the number which is closest to your 
current situation. 
46. To what extent do you perform all the operations in your job? 
 
1 My work is in a section with total self-service. I (or my team) just arrange and look 
after the facilities and equipment. The customer performs the service himself/ herself. I 
(or my team) do not need to assist the customer. (e.g. buffet, Laundromat)  
2 The customer does most of the operations (self-service) with a little help from me / my 
team. 
3 It is half and half. Roughly half of it by me, and the rest, the customer does self-service. 
4 I perform most of the operations of my job but the customer has to participate and give 
continuous feedback to complete the job. 
5 I (or my team) do everything. I do not interact with the customers. 
 
47. Customers may know and are able to do some things on their own. Some other 
services might have complicated procedures, and only the employee has to do it. We 
would like to know about this in your job. What is your average customer’s 
knowledge of the procedures required in your job? 
1 Customers know all the procedures and can serve themselves if they wish to. 
2 Customers know quite a bit and can do it on their own. But they need occasional help 
and instruction from me / my team.  
3 Customers know only a little. I (or my team) have to instruct and guide them to 
complete the service. 
4 Customers might understand what goes into the service but they do not have proper 
knowledge or training. I (or my team) have to do the work and provide the service.  
5 No knowledge at all. The procedures are too technical, and the customer does not need to know. 
 
SECTION D 
In this section, we would like to understand your feelings and thoughts about your 
current job. We request you to share your feelings and thoughts frankly with us. From 
questions 48-73, please circle the most appropriate number using the scales below. 
All information provided by you will be held completely confidential.  









48. I have confidence in my ability to do my job. 1 2 3 4 5 
49. I have all the skills needed to perform my job very 
well. 1 2 3 4 5 
50. I could have handled a more challenging job than 
my current job. 1 2 3 4 5 
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51. I am very proud of my job skills and abilities. 1 2 3 4 5 
52. My current level of competence is probably not 
enough to excel in this job.  1 2 3 4 5 
53. Most people in my line of work can do the job better 
than I can. 1 2 3 4 5 
54. I often feel that I do not have right type of skills for 
this job. 1 2 3 4 5 
55. I cannot do well in some of the tasks required by my 
job. 1 2 3 4 5 
56. I do not feel confident when other people watch me 
doing my work. 1 2 3 4 5 
57. I am quite satisfied with my supervisors. 1 2 3 4 5 
58. I am quite satisfied with my organization’s policies. 1 2 3 4 5 
59. I am not quite satisfied with the support provided by 
my organization. 1 2 3 4 5 
60. I’m not quite satisfied with my opportunities for 
advancement with this organization.  1 2 3 4 5 
61. Overall, I am not satisfied with my job. 1 2 3 4 5 
62. I often think about quitting.  1 2 3 4 5 
63. I will probably look for a new job in the next year. 1 2 3 4 5 
64. I will quite likely actively look for a new job in the 
next year. 1 2 3 4 5 
65. I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career 
with this hotel. 1 2 3 4 5 
66. I do not feel emotionally attached to this 
organization. 1 2 3 4 5 
67. I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to this 
hotel. 1 2 3 4 5 
68. Even if I want to leave this job now, I cannot 
because there are very few alternatives. 1 2 3 4 5 
69. I am continuing in this job not only because I like to 
but also because I need the job. 1 2 3 4 5 
70. If I quit this job now, I can easily get an equally 
good or better job elsewhere. 1 2 3 4 5 
71. The major reason I continue to work for this 
organization is because loyalty is important. 1 2 3 4 5 
72. Even if I got a better offer elsewhere, I would not 
feel it is right to leave this organization. 1 2 3 4 5 
73. I do not think it is unethical to frequently change 
jobs and jump from organization to organization.  1 2 3 4 5 
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SECTION E 
In this section, we would like you to tell us about your skills, on-the-job training you 
have received and the reward system in your hotel. All your responses are 
confidential. Please answer frankly. 
1. Please tell us about your educational qualifications. 


















If you have any technical or professional qualification / Diploma / Degree, 
Title of qualification ___________________ the specialization 
___________________ 
Institution and country ________________________________ 
Training/ Study Duration ______Yrs _______ Mths 
2.   How long have you been working in the hospitality (hotels, tourism and related) 
industry?  
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Less than 6 
months 
Between 6 
months to 1 
year 
Between 
1 to  1 ½ 
years 
Between 
1 ½  to 2 
years 
Between 
2 to 2 ½ 
years 
Between. 





3.   How long have you been working with this hotel?  
 





to 1 year 
Between 1 
to 1 ½ years 
Between 
1 ½  to 2 
years 
Between. 2 
to 2 ½ 
years 
Between. 
2.5 and 3 
yrs 
more than 3 
yrs 
 
4.    How long have you been in the current position (job) you are holding in this 
hotel? 
 





to 1 year 
Between 1 
to 1 ½ years 
Between 
1 ½  to 2 
years 
Between. 2 
to 2 ½ 
years 
Between. 
2.5 and 3 
yrs 
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5.  On what basis are you paid?  
1 Fixed Salary ( every month/ fortnight/ week ) OR  Hourly Rate 
3 Straight Salary plus Equal Bonus for everyone in the same job as yours (e.g. annual 
bonus) 
5 Base Pay plus Individual Performance Bonuses/ Commissions (your  rewards, 
bonus or commission are different from that of your colleagues and depends on your 
own performance) 
 
6. What is the proportion of salary to bonus in your gross (total) yearly earnings? 
1 Most of it is Salary. Less than 15% Bonus/ Commissions/ Tips 
2 About 75% basic salary and 25% Bonus/ Commission/ Tips 
3 About 50% Salary and 50% Bonus/ Commission/ Tips 
4 About 25% Salary and 75% Bonus/ Commission/ Tips 
5 More than 80% is from Tips/ Commission / Performance Bonus 
For the following questions, please circle the most appropriate number using the scale 
below  









1.  I received a lot of job-related training in this hotel 
when I joined. 
1 2 3 4 5 
2.  This hotel has a strong training program to ensure 
that employees thoroughly learn about the 
organization’s values and expectations. 
1 2 3 4 5 
3.  The organization has a strong commitment to 
training and developing employee skills. 
1 2 3 4 5 
4.  There was hardly any training. I had to learn my job 
mostly on my own. 
1 2 3 4 5 
5.  I am given performance targets during every period 
(Example: sales during the week / month / quarter, 
number of customers served per week, level of 
service etc.) 
1 2 3 4 5 
6.  My performance is measured (scored) regularly in 
numbers (Example: service quality, sales quotas). 
1 2 3 4 5 
7.  I get rewards for achieving or exceeding the targets. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 




In this section, we would like to know some background information about you. We 
need it to make our data analysis more relevant and meaningful. We realize that this is 
your personal information, and thank you for sharing it with us. We assure you once 
again that all personal information provided by you will be kept strictly 
confidential and will be used only for research purposes. 
 
1. Your name (optional but appreciate you filling it): ________________________ 
2. Your age: _________________years 
3. Sex:  Male    Female   
4. Name of your hotel: ________________________ 
5. Your job title in company: _______________________________________ 
6. Your department /section: ____________________________ 
7. What is your employment?  
       Contract:             Regular:    
       If it is contract-based, how long is the contract: ______________ 
8. Your nationality:   
Singaporean/ Singapore PR:            Malaysian:     Others: 
____________ 
9. Your race:  
Chinese:   Malay:   Indian:   Eurasian:     Others: 
____________ 
10. Your current marital status:  
Single:   Married:   Divorced:   Widowed:   
 
THE QUESTIONNAIRE IS COMPLETED 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION  
If you have any comments about this study, please use the blank space of the back of 
this page. We certainly welcome your opinions. We would like to share the results of 
this study with you. If you are interested in receiving a copy of the results, please 













1. I have confidence in my ability to do my job. 
2. I have all the skills needed to perform my job very well. 
3. I could have handled a more challenging job than my current job. 
4. I am very proud of my job skills and abilities. 
5. My current level of competence is probably not enough to excel in this job. (R) 
6. Most people in my line of work can do the job better than I can.(R) 
7. I often feel that I do not have right type of skills for this job.(R) 
8. I do not feel confident when other people watch me doing my work.(R) 




1. In my job, the work is more or less the same from day to day. (R) 
2. On any given day, I am required to focus on only one type of job, and I do not 
need to do a variety of jobs. (R) 
3. On a given day, I end up doing many completely different jobs. 
4. The procedures and techniques I use are relatively straightforward and simple. 
(R) 
5. I am able to handle most of the situations in my job using very similar 
procedures and techniques. (R) 
6. In my job, I know in advance where to expect a problem or an unusual 
situation. (Example: Housekeeping problems, problems at the front desk). (R) 
7. In my job, problems arise at unexpected times. ( Example: Housekeeping 
problems at odd hours, sudden problems with clients or with supplies ). 
8. I can easily solve any problems by following the rules and procedure manuals. 
(R) 
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Task Autonomy 
1. This organization gives me the freedom to get the job done rather than insist 
on following rules and procedures. 
2. Most of the decisions in my job are made by my supervisors. (R) 
3. I have the authority to decide on how to handle work exceptions (Example: 
any problems, unusual situations). 
4. I do not have the authority to ignore or overlook a hotel rule even I feel that 
ignoring the rule will let me solve a problem on the spot. (R) 
5. If there are any exceptions, I have to consult my supervisor. I am not allowed 
to decide on my own. (R) 
 
Role Conflict 
1. I often have to break a rule or policy in order to carry out an assignment. 
2. I have to do things that should be done differently under different conditions. 
3. I often receive an assignment without the manpower to complete it. 
4. I often work with more than one section / department that operate quite 
differently. 
5. I often receive incompatible requests from two or more people, and these 
requests are equally important. 
6. I need to do things that are apt to be accepted by one person and not by others. 
7. I often receive an assignment without adequate resources and materials to 
execute it. 
8. I sometimes work on unnecessary things. 
 
Role Ambiguity 
1. I have clear, planned goals and objectives for my job. (R) 
2. Things are so clear that I am able to divide my time properly between various 
activities at work. (R) 
3. I clearly know what my responsibilities are. (R) 
4. I know exactly what is expected of me on the job. (R) 
5. I am quite sure about how much authority I have on the job. (R) 
6. My supervisors have explained clearly of what has to be done on the job. (R) 
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Job Satisfaction 
1. I am quite satisfied with my supervisors. 
2. I am quite satisfied with my organization’s policies. 
3. I am not quite satisfied with the support provided by my organization. 
4. I’m not quite satisfied with my opportunities for advancement with this 
organization. (R) 
5. Overall, I am not satisfied with my job. (R) 
 
Intention to Quit 
1. I often think about quitting. 
2. I will probably look for a new job in the next year. 
3. I will quite likely actively look for a new job in the next year. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
